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MACCA, COOBIIIECTBO, OBIITHOCTh

I. . I'ypbuu, M. IO. 3azupnax’

MccaedoBamenvckas cmamps Teopeus I'ypBuua noo-
Booum umoe napuxckomy nepuody e20 HAyuHOU Oes-
MeALHOCTU U 3HAKOMUML A2/A053bI4H020 HUMAMeAs C
nosyueHHsiMu 6 3mom nepuod pesysvmamamu. I'ypBuu
AHAAUZUPYeN CTeneHU CA0UEHHOCHIU PASAUYHBIX COYU-
AABHBIX 2PYNN U NOKA3biBaem cB:3b CnaoueHHOCTU 2pynn
U COYUALLHOCTU, UAU couuabessHocmu, uHOUBUO08, co-
cmabaaouux smu epynnsl. Iepbuii nepeboo na pycckuii
A3bIK IMOU CIAMbU, 4 TAKKE ee AHeA0A3bIUHbLI Opueli-
HAA CHADKeHbL NPUMeUaHUAMU NYy0AUKamopa, packpuiba-
POUUMU UCTOPUKO-UOETIHBLIL KOHIMeKCn (hopMupobanus
meopuu coyuadeavnocmu I'ypBuua u obcmosamerscmba
BosHuKHOBeHUS OAHHOTL CIAMbU.

Katouebvre cro8a: coyuabearvrociv, coyuaibHOCHID,
macca, coobujecmbo, 00UHOCHb, COUUAALHBIE 2PYNTbL,
¢husocogpus pyccroeo 3apydexcoa

Macchl, coobmrecTBa m OOIITHOCTVI HepPemKo
OTOX/IECTBJISIOTCSI C KOHKPETHBIMM T'PYIIIIaMU U
CYIIECTBYIOIIVMMI B PeasIbHOCTV KOJUIEKTVBAMIA.
Tax BO3HMKIIa TeHIEHIIVS ITyTaTh MacCy C TOJITION
(/Iebon"; a Illenep myTas ee maxke co cramom”!),
COOOIIIeCTBO — C XXMBYIIVIMM Ha OIHOV TepPUTO-
puu rpynnamu (Makavisep®; TérHmc! cMemmmBart
VIX C IepBOOBITHOV (pa30v1 OOITIeCTBEHHOV XXI3HM),
obmmny c¢ Iepkosero. Llens manHOro mccitefosa-
HWUS — IIPOAEMOHCTPUPOBATh, YTO TaKOe OTOX-
JlecTBJIeHVe He TOJIBKO HellpreMJIeMO, HO U BefleT
K IpeHeOpeXXeHNIO cepbe3HBIMYU ITpo0iIeMaMu Co-
IIVIaJTBHOVI TICVIXOJIOTVIVI, CBSI3aHHBIMMU C YIIOMSIHY-
TBIMU (peHOMEeHaMIA.

Maccel, cooOrriecTBa 11 OOITHOCTI — 3TO B IIep-
BYIO OYepe/b COCTOSHVIS KOJUIEKTVIBHOTO CO3HAHVIS
I COOTBETCTBYIOIIlee collnaibHOe ToBeieHue. Bee
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MASS, COMMUNITY, COMMUNION
G. Gurvitch, M. Yu. Zagirnyak'

Georges Gurvitch’s research paper summarises
the Paris period of his scientific activity and intro-
duces the results obtained during this period to the
anglophone reader. Gurvich analyses the degrees of
cohesion of various social groups and shows the re-
lationship between group cohesion and the sociality
(or sociability) of the individuals who make up these
groups. The first Russian translation of this article,
as well as its English-language original, are provided
with the publisher’s notes, revealing the historical and
ideological context of the formation of Gurvitch's the-
ory of sociability and the circumstances of the emer-
gence of this article.

Keywords: sociability, sociality, mass, communi-
ty, communion, social groups, philosophy of the Rus-
sian Abroad

Masses, communities, and communions
have often been identified with particular
groupings, real collective units. Thus it has be-
come current to confuse a mass with a crowd
(Le Bon;" Scheler even confused it with a
herd!”), a community with groups based on
locality (Maclver;* Tonnies* even confused it
with the primitive phase of social life), a com-
munion with the Church. The purpose of this
study is to show that this identification is un-
acceptable and leads to the fact that the most
important problems of social psychology
which are posed relative to these phenomena
are overlooked.

Masses, communities, and communions are
in the first place states of collective mind and
its corresponding social behavior. They all
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I 1. Typsuy, M. 1O. 3aruphsix

OHV SBJISIOTCS HEYCTOMYMBBIMI 3JIeMeHTaMMU, KO-
TOpBI€e ITOYTV BCerfia IIPVCY TCTBYIOT B 1IJIOCTHOCT
JII000M PpeayTbHOVI TPYIIIIbI, IIPEICTaBIISIONIEN CO-
0011 C1HTe3, HeKoe MOBVDKHOE PaBHOBECHIE pa3HbIX
TUIIOB ITOBEIEHMS M Pa3HBbIX COCTOSTHUV KOJUIEK-
TMBHOIO CO3HaHMs, OOYCJIOBJIEHHBIX cCIIeludirde-
CKMMM 3aKOHOMepHocTsIMI. Maccel, cooOriecTsa 11
OOIITHOCTYI BOSHMKAIOT ¥ COUETAIOTCS MEX/Ty co0OT
PasHBIMU criocobamMyt B pasHBIX TPYIIIax M B pas-
Hble MOMEHTHI BpeMeHV1. DTO CBOeoOpasHble «COIN-
aJIbHBIE 3JIEKTPOHBI», CIIOCOOBI OBITHS, CBS3aHHBIE
B eIMHOe IIejIoe ¥ C TIOMOIIBIO I1eJI0r0, «(POpMBI
COIMAaIBHOCT», M3 KOTOPBIX COCTOUT JII000e KOJI-
JIEKTVIBHOe obpasoBaHMe’. B 3ToM cMblIcite Trpobite-
MBI Macc, COOOIIIECTB V1 OOIITHOCTEVI CYIIIeCTBYIOT Ha
YPOBHE «MUKPOCOLIMOIOTMIN»’, KOTOPYIO He CTOUT
IIyTaTh C «MaKpPOCOIIMOJIOIel» BO M30eXaHve ce-
PBE3HBIX OIIMOOK 11 Upe3MepHBIX YIIpoIieHnit. Ma-
KPOCOLIMOJIOr S M3y4aeT MUp TPYHIl M IIo0aIb-
HBIX O0IIIeCTB, KaXKIasi M KaXkII0e 113 KOTOPBIX IIperl-
CTaBJIsIeT COOOVT MUKPOKOCM (pOPM COIMATBHOCTA.

Macca, coo0I1ecTBO 1 OOIITHOCTE — 3TO BUJIBI
o0r11er1 OpMBI COITMAIBHOCTI, COOTBETCTBYIOIIe
PasIMYHBIM  CII0cO0aM  B3aMIMOITPOHVIKHOBEHMS
VUIVI YaCTUYHOIO CIIMSIHUS B Iiesioe. Takme dop-
MBI COIMAJIBHOCTY ITPOTVBOIIOCTABIISIIOTCS COLIV-
aJIbHOCTY, OOYCJIOBJIEHHOVI OOBIYHOVI B3anMoO3a-
BVICIMOCTBIO MEXTY MHOVI, TOOOI 1 MM, TO €CTb
MIPOCTBIM BCTYIUIEHVIEM B «OTHOIIEHMS C IPYIU-
Mu». CyIIecTBYIOT COIlMasIbHbIe CBsI3M, IIOfpasy-
MeBarolllyie, YTO CO3HAHMsI OOIIAIOTCS MEXIYy CO-
0OV MCKITIOUNTEIBHO CIMBOJIAMV VIV OIIOCPEIO-
BaHHBIMI 3HaKaMmn. ECTb v mHBIe ciTydan, B KOTO-
PBIX MIMeeT MeCTO HelloCpeICTBeHHOe BHyTpeHHee
eIVIHCTBO YMOB U COIIpsibKeHMe roBefeHmit. Takoe
eIVIHCTBO — pe3yJIbTaT YaCTUYHOIO CIIVISIHUS CO-
3HaHWUV, MeXy KOTOPBIMIU IIPOVICXOHUT B3ayM-
HOe TIpoHVKHOBeHMe. CYMBOJIBI TPV 3TOM UTpa-
IOT JIVIIITb BTOPOCTEIIEHHYIO POJIb: B TaKMX CIIyda-
SX OHU CKOpee CpeJicTBa BbIpakeH!s, YeM MHCTPY-
MEHTBI OOBeIVTHEeHIS.

2 Cp. mmen, U3JIOKEHHbIE B MOEM «DCCe O COLIMOIIOT I
(Gurvitch, 19386, p. 11—112). — 30decs u dasee npumeu. abm.
* Cp. MOV pasMBIIIUTEHMS O MUKPOCOLIMOJIOTUY B YIIOMSI-
HyTOM pabore «Dcce o commonorvm» (Ibid.), «DremenTsr
opunyaeckont corportormm» (Gurvitch, 1940) n B craTbe
«OCH6(;BHLIE pobieMsl conyonorvy Inpasa» (Gurvitch,
19410).
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represent unstable elements virtually always
present in the unity of a real group, the latter
constituting a synthesis, a certain mobile equi-
librium among different kinds of behavior
and different collective mental states accord-
ing to the specific patterns. Masses, commu-
nities, and communions enter and combine in
different groups and at different moments of
their existence in a variety of ways. They are,
so to speak, “social electrons”, modes of being
bound into the whole and by the whole, “forms
of sociality” of which any real collective unit? is
composed. In this sense, the problems of mass,
community, and communion arise in “micro-
sociology”,® which must not be confused with
“macrosociology”, in order to avoid grave er-
rors and over-simplifications. Macrosociology
is the study of the world of groups and of glob-
al societies, each of which are microcosms of
the forms of sociality.

Mass, community, and communion repre-
sent different species of the generic form of
sociality due to different modes of interpene-
tration or partial fusion in a whole. Such forms
of sociality are opposed to sociality by simple
interdependence between me, you, or him — a
mere entering into “relations with others”. In
fact, there are social links where minds com-
municate exclusively through symbols or me-
diate signs. There are other cases where direct
inner union among minds as well as among
behaviors takes place; such union is a partial
fusion between minds through an actualized
interpenetration, where the symbols play only
a secondary role. In such instances, the symbols
represent the expressions rather than the in-
struments of unification.

2 Cf. on this subject my Essais de Sociologie, Paris, 1938,
pp. 11-112 [Gurvitch, 1938b].

> Cf. on the subject of “microsociology”, my Essais cit-
ed above and my Eléments de Sociologie Juridique, Paris,
1940, passim [Gurvitch, 1940], and my article “Major
Problems of the Sociology of Law”, Journal of Social Phi-
losophy, Vol. 6 (1941), pp. 197-215 [Gurvitch, 1941b].



Korpma cvMBOJIBI JIOXKATCS B OCHOBY COLMAJIb-
HOVI CB43U, TO CO3HAHWM U TIOBEOEHVIS, XOTS VI CBS-
3bIBAIOTCSL TE€M, YTO OLEPUPYIOT OHOMHAKOBBIMIU
3HaKaMM, OCTalOTcd Oosiee WIM MeHee 3aKpBITHI-
MU OpyT IJISL Apyra: X oOBbeayHseT TOIIBKO KOM-
MyHuKanyus. Ho xorga emyaeHve co3sHaHWU U CO-
IIpsDKeHVIe TIOBeIeHVV OKa3bIBaeTCs CHJIbHEee, YeM
CUIMBOJIBI', CO3HAHWMS IIPOHMKAIOT APYT B IIpyTa
C pa3HO CTeleHbIO ITTyOVMHBI ¥ MHTEHCUBHOCTAL.
TeM caMbIM BO3HMKaeT MMMaHeHTHoe 1iesioe. VIH-
Terpals M KOOpAMHaIVs, B3aruMHOe ITPOHKHO-
BEHUE VI B3aMIMHasl 3aBUCUMOCTD, «MHTYWUTUBHBIV
COI03» M «KOMMYHMKALIVIS» VICKJIIOUMTEIbHO Ha
OCHOBE CVIMBOJIOB — BC€ 3TO IIPOSIBIJIEHNS IIPOTH-
BOITIOCTaBJIeH N JIBY X Hanbostee 6a30BbIX popM co-
aJIbHOCTY, Bblpa’kaeMbIX MECTOVMEHVIEM «Mbl»,
C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, VI «OH» VI «OHW» — C IIPYTOL.

PaccMoTprM HecKobKo ITpyumepoB. Hukro He
CTaHeT OTpULATh POJIb, KOTOPYIO SI3bIK UIpaeT B
cOausxenuu yMOB TaK ke, KaK M IIOBeJIeHWUI, U B
X BHYTpeHHeM oObeduHeHUN. (XOpOIIo u3Be-
CTeH BKJIa/] sI3bIKa B (popMMpOBaHME HallVIOHAIb-
HOTO0 efnHCTBa.) Ho uTOOBI 3HaKM sSI3bIKa OKa3bIBa-
JIVI OITHO U TO JK€ BO3JEVICTBME Ha BCEX ero HOCU-
TeJIeVt, 9YTOOBI caM S3bIK MOT CYIIIEeCTBOBAaTh, €MY
OOJDKHO IIPEeAIIecTBOBATh eOVHeHe YMOB Ha OC-
HOBe paHee CJIOKMBIIIErO «Mbl». JI3bIK He fABJISeT-
C4d OCHOBOI1 YaCTUYHOI'O CJIMSIHWUSA B «MbI», IIOTO-
MY YTO II€PBBIVI IIpeAIosIaraeT Hajau4vie IIocIe-
Hero. HammpoTus, B cjydae mmpocTort KOMMYHVKa-
OV MEXITy MHOVI, TOOOVI, MM, UMM TaKas CBI3b
HEBO3MOXXHa 0e3 CJIOB, JKeCTOB, 3asIBJIEHI, BHEIII-
HVIX 3HAKOB, IleJIeHallpaB/IeHHOTO TIoBeIeH s (Ha-
IIpVIMep, BCTYIUIEHWS B JOTOBOPHbIE OTHOIIEHS).
B pamkax Tex cBsi3ern, rae 3aHTepecOBaHHBIE CTO-
POHBI pasrpaHMYMBAIOT CBOM cepbl AesaTeIbHO-
CTVL, CIMBOJIBL SIBJISIIOTCSI VIHCTPYMEHTaMM Kak ca-
MOVI CBSI3V, TaK VI KPUTEPVEB pasrpaHMYeH V.

Hipke 1 paccMOTPIO TOJIBKO TOT BapUaHT «MbI»,
KOTOPBIVI HE IMEET CYIMBOJIMYECKOVI OCHOBBI.

YacTtruHoe ciivistHVe MOBeeHUI Y OTKPbIBako-
IIVIXCSL IPYT APYTY YMOB, B3aMMHO ITPOHMKAFOIIIVX

* MHe I0CUaCTJIVBIIIOCH COBIIACTh BO MHEHWM C JOKTOP-
oM ['epbepTom Birymepom®, KOTOPBIVI TakKe YTBEpPXKIal,
YTO COLVIaJIbHBIE CBSI3U IIPENIIIeCTBYIOT cMBOsIaM. Cp. ero
wneu, nsjiokeHHble B ctaTbe «CoryaibHble OTHOIICHUS U
HeCVIMBOJIITYeCKOe B3arMoyiericTeme» (Blumer, 1936).

G. Gurvitch, M. Y. Zagirnyak

When the symbols are the chief base of so-
cial connection, the minds as well as behav-
iors, though they converge by having the same
signs, remain more or less closed to each oth-
er: they have only communication common to
them. But when the union among minds as well
as among behaviors outweighs the symbols,*
they interpenetrate to various degrees of depth
and intensity, and thus constitute an immanent
whole. Integration versus coordination, inter-
penetration versus interdependence, “intuitive
union” versus exclusively symbolic “communi-
cation”, — these are the manifestations of the
opposition between the two most general forms
of sociality expressed by the pronoun “we”
on the one hand, and by the pronouns “him”,
“them”, “they”, on the other.

Let us consider some examples. No one will
deny the importance of language for rapproche-
ment among minds as well as among behaviors
and for their inner unification. (The role of lan-
guage in the formation of national unity is well-
known). But in order that the signs of language
may have the same effects for all who speak it,
in order that language itself may come into be-
ing, it must be based on a prior union of minds,
on a pre-existent “we”. Language is not the ba-
sis of the partial fusion of the “we”, because
language presupposes it. On the contrary, in
the case of connection by simple communica-
tion between me, you, him, they, this connec-
tion is impossible without words, gestures,
declarations, external marks, decisive behavior
(such as in contractual relations). In these con-
nections where the interested parties delimit
their spheres, symbols are the instruments of
the connection itself and of the criteria of de-
limitation.

It is exclusively with the “we”, the basis of
which is not symbolic, that I shall be concerned
with here.

* Tam happy to find myself here in agreement with the
statement made by Dr. Herbert Blumer® on the exis-
tence of social links prior to any symbols. Cf. his article
“Social Attitudes and Non-Symbolic Interaction”, Jour-
nal of Educational Sociology, Vol. IX (1936), pp. 515-523
[Blumer, 1936].
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I 1. Typsuy, M. 1O. 3aruphsix

B PaMKaX «Mbl», MOXKET ITPOVICXOIMTD C pasHOVI CTe-
IIeHBIO MHTEHCMBHOCTY W Pa3JIMdaThcs 10 ITyOu-
He. Ecyiit cTerniens commsiHMS HU3Kas M 3aTparvBaeT
JIVIIIb IIPOCTEVIIIIVIE COCTOSIHMST CO3HAHWMV, OTKpPbI-
BaIOMIVIXCS APYT JIPYTy Ha IIOBEPXHOCTV M OCTalo-
IIIVIXCSL 3aKPBITBIMYL B OTHOLLIEHWIV BCero Ooriee-Me-
Hee IJTyOOKOTO VI JIMYHOI'O, COLVAIIBHOCTD SIBJISeT-
cst maccoboil. Ecmv TTpovicxouT CIvsiHVe YMOB, OHM
OTKPBIBAIOTCA APYT IIPYTY, B3aIMHOEe IIPOHVKHOBe-
HMe VIMeeT MeCTO Ha Oosiee IIIyOOKOM ¥ COKpOBEeH-
HOM YPOBHE, 3HauMTeIbHAs [I0JI CTPeMJIEHUN U
TIOCTYTIKOB JIMYHOCTY TIOTafIaeT B cpepy AeVICTBIS
«MBI», HO MaKCMMaJIbHasl CTelleHb eIVHEeHVS Ipu
5TOM He [I0CTUTaeTCs, TaKasl COITaIbHOCTh COOTBET-
cTBYeT coobujecmby. VI HaKoHell, BBICIIIAsl CTerleHb
CIUTOYEHVIs], VUV BBICITIasl CTEIIeHb «Mbl», BO3SHMKa-
IOIIasg TOrJa, KOrja yMbl MaKCYMaIbHO OTKPBITBI
APYT APYTY, a B IIpoLiecc CIMAHMS BOBJIeKalOTCH ca-
MblIe IJTyOMHBI «51», COOTBETCTBYET 00UjHOCIIU.

Ilepen TeM Kak IiepeniTi K IOApOOHOMY aHa-
JIN3y Macc, cooOIecTs 1 OOITHOCTEN, HeoOXomu-
MO pacCMOTpPeThb CBA3b MeX[y 3TVIMU TpeMs CTe-
IIeHsSIMVM B3aMIMHOTO ITPOHVMKHOBEHMS ¥ OOIle-
CTBEHHBIM 0af1eHuem. Borpekn BOSMOXKHBIM OXKM-
HaHMIM, He cyujecmbyem npamotl 3abucumocmu
Mex0Y UHMEHCUBHOCIbIO CAUAHUA U CUA0T 0abBae-
Hus. VIMeHHO KOrja CjIMsiHVe CO3HAHMI (a Takxke
COIpsDKeHMe IIOBeIeHNn ) Hanboslee ITOBEPXHOCT-
HO, a IJIyOVHHBIe YPOBHM B3aIMOIEVICTBIS OCTa-
I0TCH 3aKPBITBIMI, TO €CTh B CJIyYae Macchkl, JaBJle-
HVe KOJUTeKTVBHOIO CO3HAHVIS Ha MHAVBUIYaIb-
Hoe «si» Hanboslee BbIpaxkeHO. VI Ha0OOpoOT, ueM B
OoJTBIIIeN cTerneHy YacTMYHoe CIsHMe cOvKaeT
VI KOHCONMAMpPYeT ITIyOVHHBIE CJIOV MHOIVBUILY-
aJIbHBIX CO3HAHWI ¥ TIOCTYIIKOB, TEM MeHBIIIe UyB-
CTBYeTCsI TaBJIeHVe KOJUIEKTVIBHOTO CO3HAHIS, Me-
Hee 3aMeTHOI'0 B COODITeCcTBe, HEXXeJIM B Macce, a B
OOIITHOCTM — YeM B coolIecTse. B cirydae oOrrr-
HOCTY [1aBJjIeHMe JIMbO OTCYTCTBYEeT IIOJTHOCTHIO,
7100 KpariHe He3HAYMTEIIBHO.

OTo HaOIIOIMeHNe WMeeT OIpOMHOe 3Hade-
HVe I AVCKYCCUY BOKPYT IIpo0JIeM COOTHOIIIe-
HUS «COLMaIBHOTO» U «MHAMBUIYaIbHOro». Kor-
Jla TIPeBO3HOCUTCS. BHYTPeHHsId XMU3Hb YeJloBeKa
B IIPOTMBOBEC 3K30T€HHOW OOIIIeCTBEeHHOM JKW3-
HI, KOrja VHAMBUIA IIPU3BIBAIOT BO3BPATUTHCS
K cebe 1 TeM caMBIM OCBOOOIMTHLCSI OT IABJICHIS,
TO €CTh KOI'la COLIMAJIbHOE «S» OTOXIIECTBJISeTCS

Partial fusion among minds opening to each
other, and among behaviors interpenetrated
in a “we”, may appear in different degrees of
intensity and depth. When the fusion is very
weak and only integrates superficial states of
consciousness which open only at the surface
and remain closed with regard to what is more
or less profound and personal, sociality is mass.
When minds fuse, open out, and interpenetrate
on a deeper and more intimate plane, where an
essential part of the aspirations and acts of per-
sonality is integrated in the “we” without, how-
ever, attaining the maximum of intensity in this
integration, sociality is community. When, final-
ly, this most intense degree of union or of “we”
is attained, that is, when the minds open out
as widely as possible and the least accessible
depths of the “I” are integrated in this fusion
(which presupposes states of collective ecstasy),
sociality is communion.

Before beginning a more detailed analysis of
mass, community, and communion, it seems to
us indispensable to emphasize the relation of
these three degrees of interpenetration to the
problem of social pressure. The intensity of the
fusion and the strength of the pressure do not cor-
respond, contrary to what might be supposed.
In fact, precisely where the fusion among
minds (as well as among behaviors) is most
superficial, and where their deepest layers are
closed in relation to each other, that is, in the
mass-phenomenon, the pressure of the collec-
tive mentality on the individual “I1” is strongest.
Inversely, the more the partial fusion of minds
blends and integrates the deep layers of indi-
vidual consciousness and actions, the less the
pressure of collective mentality makes itself
felt; it is less strong in community than in mass,
it is weaker in communion than in communi-
ty, so much weaker that no pressure, or almost
none, is experienced.

This observation is extremely important
for the discussion of the problem of the rela-
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C «ITOBEPXHOCTHBIM $1» ¥ IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISETCS
«IJIyOVIHHOMY $» (CM. OOJIBIIMHCTBO padoT bepr-
coHa, KpoMe «CMmexa», M HeIaBHME COUYMHEHVIS
Xaniperrepa®), cosepIrlaeTcss BONMIOIIAST aHAJIVI-
Tmueckas omnvbka. He Toibko Beg oOrmecrseHHast
JKM3HBb abCOJTIOTHO ITPOVM3BOJIBHO ITPUIIVCHIBAET-
cst Macce (Oe3BIMSIHHBIM «VIM», XaierrepOBCKOMY
«das Man»”"), SIBJISIIOITIeVICS JINIITb OTHOM 13 (PopM
COLIVIAJIBHOCTY, HO W WTHOpUpYyeTcs caM akT
TOr'0, UTO YeM CUJIbHEee M MHTEHCHBHee Collralb-
HOe, TeEM MeHee OHO PeIIPecCMBHO M 3K30T€HHO.
[ToroMy uTO B IOC/IEZTHEM CIIyYae OHO ITPOHMKa-
eT B IIIyOMHHBIE, COKPOBEHHBIE CTPYKTYPBI «si»,
COENIVIHEHHOT'0 BHYTPEHHEV! CBS3BIO C «s» APYTMUX
ymonient. JIpyruMm cjioBaMu, «B3aiMooOpaTMOCThb
IIePCIIEKTMB» COLIMAIBHOIO ¥ MH/IVBY/IYaIbHOTO®,
YTO IMIPVCYIIe JIIO0OV CITIOHTAHHOV COILIMAJIBHO-
CTV®, OKa3bIBAETCS ITOJTHOV IIPM JIIOOOV CTereHu

® IlpencraBieHne O «B3aMMOOOPATVIMOCTM II€PCIIEKTIIB»
COLMAIBHOTIO VI MHAVBVIYIBHOIO, TO €CTh (DaKT TOTO, 9TO
KOJUIEKTMBHOE VI VHAVBYIyaIbHOe CO3HaHVe — JIVIIb 1B
abCTpaKTHBIX acleKTa KOHKPEeTHOTO MEeHTaJIBHOIO IIeJIo-
IO, CTAHOBUTCS OOLLEIIPVHATHIM B COBPEMEHHOV COLIVaIb-
Homt ricuxonorvim. B CIITA paHHoe HampaBiieHVe HaMeTII
IDx. T My (em. «Pasym, 1 n O6miectso» (Mead, 1934, p. 7,
112, 196, 222—226); a taxke 3. Dapuc «[Ipupoma uero-
Bedeckomn Harypbl» (Faris, 1937, p. 155)). .®. bpayH B
cBoeM Tpyae «llcuxororis v colmabHBIN IOPSIOK: BBee-
HYe B JIMHAMIYECKOe VICCIITIOBAHVE COIMAJIbHBIX ITOJIEV»
(Brown, 1936, p. 77, 280—281, 299 —300) mpmxomur K cxo-
JKVIM BBIBOZIAM B paMKaX BBIBEIEHHOV VM «TEOPW IIOJIT»,
OCHOBAHHOW Ha «TeITaJIbTIcuxoorm». B I'epmanvm Te-
omop JIurr B pabore «JInarocTs M coobmectso. OcHOBa
dwiocodpvm KyneTypbl» (Litt, 1926) mican 06 oboromHOM
VIMMaHEHTHOCTY VI eIVHOCYIITHOCTY KOJUIEKTUBHOIO M VH-
JIMBUJTyaJIbHOTO CO3HaHWs. Bo MpaHIinm e aBTOp JTaHHOM
CTaThV OTCTaMBaJI TE3VC O «eIVHCTBE BOCIIPUSATHS» B KOH-
TeKCTe KOHKPETHBIX HFIO6J1€M (cM. «Dcce 0 cormoIornmL»,
19 (Gurvitch, 19386)). Hambosee aBTopuTeTHBIE 11 HE3aBU-
CUMBbIe COLIMOJIOrY, TocreioBaTesv Hropkreviva, M. Mocc
M. M. Mauss «Psychologie et SOCiOllS/fgle» B «Journal de
sychologie», 1926, p. 899—922) (cm.: Mauss, 1924; yrousre-
HO. — M.3.) 1 M. Xars6Bakc («[1prravmsl camoyOuiicTBa»)
(Halbwachs, 1930, p. 12—13, 405—406, 449—450) Taxke
CKJIOHSUIVICh K 3TOVI TOUKE 3PeHMs, OTPVUHYB IIOPKIeIMOB-
CKYI0 KOHIIEIIIIVIO TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOCTY KOJUIEKTMBHOTO CO-
3HaHVS® .
¢ OpranmsoBaHHas COLMAJIBHOCTh  ITPOTMBOIIOCTABIISI-
€TCs CIIOHTAHHOW coIuaibHOCTH. IlepBasg BKIIOUaeT B
ce0s TOJIBKO OpraHM30BaHHBIE CBEPXCTPYKTYPHI, BBIKPU-
CT/UIM30BaHHbIE CXEMBI KOJUIEKTMBHOIO ITOBEIEHWSI, Ve-
papXudecKy YIOpsOYeHHbIe U LeHTpaIN30BaHHBIE B
COOTBETCTBUM C 3apaHee YCTaHOBJIEHHBIMV 3aKOHOMEPHO-
CTSIMM, KOTOPble HaJlaralOT OTPaHMYEeHNs VI IIPUMEHSIOT
CaHKIVV (KOTOPBIE CJIeAyeT OTJIMIATh OT IIPOCTOTIO JIaBJIe-
Hus). 3mech KOHQIIMKT MeXAY COLMAJIBHOV CTPYKTYPOV
Y VIHIVBVIYaIbHBIM CO3HaHVeM 0oJlee peasieH, a «edyiH-
CTBO BOCIIPWSATVISI» MeHee BEIPaXeHO, YeM B CJIydae CIIOH-
TAHHOV COLIMAJIBHOCTY (Cp. MOV PasMBILIUIEHNS B «Dcce 0
conmostormm» (Gurvitch, 19386, p. 61—67).
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tion between the “social” and the “individu-
al”. When the “inner” life of a person which
is opposed to the externality of the social life
is exalted, when the individual is called upon
to return to himself in order to become eman-
cipated from pressure, briefly, when the “so-
cial I” is characterized as the “superficial 1”,
as opposed to the “profound 1” (as by Berg-
son, in most of his works, except Le Rire, and
more recently by Heidegger®), a flagrant er-
ror of analysis is committed. For not only is the
entire social life thus identified in a complete-
ly arbitrary fashion with the mass (the anony-

s

mous “they”, “Mr. Everybody” of Heidegger”)
which is only one of the many forms of soci-
ality, but the essential fact is ignored that the
stronger and more intense the social is, the less
is it oppressive and external. For then it pene-
trates the depth and intimacy of the “I” which
finds itself internally joined to the other “I's”.
In other words: the “reciprocity of perspec-

tives” between the social and the individual,®

> The “reciprocity of perspective” between the “so-

cial” and the “individual”, the fact that collective mind
and individual consciousness are only two abstract as-
pects of the same concrete mental whole, is more and
more recognized in contemporary social psychology. In
the United States the thorough analyses of G. H. Mead
have shown this direction. (Cf. particularly G. H. Mead,
Mind, Self and Society, 1934, pp. 7, 112, 196, 222-226; see
also E. Faris, The Nature of Human Nature, 1937, pp. 155
and following). Mr. J. P. Brown in his book Psychology
and the Social Order (1936, pp. 77, 280 £, 299-300), arrives
in his “field theory” based on “Gestalt psychology” at
more or less analogous results. In Germany the work of
Theodor Litt, Individuum und Gemeinschaft, 111 ed., 1926,
emphasized the reciprocal immanence and the consub-
stantiality of collective and individual mind. In France,
the present writer defended the thesis of the “reciproc-
ity of perspectives”, applying it to concrete problems
(cf. Essais de Sociologie, 1938, passim). The most import-
ant and the most independent sociologists who contin-
ued the work of Durkheim, M. M. Mauss (“Psychologie
et Sociologie” in the Journal de Psychologie, 1926, pp. 899-
922) [cf. Mauss, 1924; the reference is corrected — M.Z.]
and Halbwachs (Les Causes du Suicide, 1930, pp. 12 ff,
405 ff, 449 ff) [cf. Halbwachs, 1930] leaned strongly to-
ward this point of view, abandoning the Durkheimian
conception of the transcendence of collective mind.*
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CJIMSHUSL B «MBl». Macce, HanboJlee OBEpXHOCT-
HOMY ITPOSIBJIEHUIO «MBI», COOTBETCTBYET «UeJIOBEK
Macchl», HamboJlee IIOBEPXHOCTHOE ITPOsIBIIEHVIE
JIMYHOCTI. A cool1recTsaM 1 OOIIHOCTSIM, Dosiee
[71yOOKVIM IIPOSIBJIEHVISIM «Mbl», COOTBETCTBYET Ue-
JIOBEK COOOITecTBa v OOIITHOCT, SIBJISIOIIIICS 0O-
Jlee TITyOOKVIM ITPOSIBJIEHVIEM JIVTYHOCTYA

[1aBjieHVe ITPOVICXOIUT KaK B COILVIAIIBHOWM pe-
aJIBHOCTY, TaK ¥ BHYTPYM VHIOVBUIYaJIBHOIO CO-
3HaHMS, KaK OJTHOBPEMEHHO, TaK ¥ MapasljleJIbHO.
C omHOV CTOPOHBI, (PeHOMEH COLIMAIBHOTO JIaBJle-
HWSL SIBJISIeTCSL IIPO0JIeMOVI He OTHOIIEHWMS VH/IV-
BI/IyaJIBHOTO ¥ COLVIAaJIBHOT'O, & OTHOIIIEHVIS pa3-
HBIX (POPM COIIMaITBHOCTIL: MacChl OKa3bIBAIOT [TaB-
seHVe Ha oOmTHOCTE. C APyTroi — B TO BpeMs Kak
pasHble POPMBI COLIMAITBHOCTH OKa3bIBAIOT JIaBJle-
HVie IPYT Ha ApyTa, IIOBEPXHOCTHOE «s1» YeJloBeKa
Maccel JaBUT Ha MHOVBYAYaJIbHOE CO3HaHMe IITy-
OVIHHOTO «s» 4eJioBeKa CcOOOIeCTBa, KOTOPBIV, B
CBOIO OUepelIh, OKa3bIBaeT JIaBJIeHIe Ha elle Oosiee
r1y0OoKOe «s» uesloBeKa OOIITHOCTL.

CrreztoBaTesIbHO, KaXkKIbII TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIN
KOH(JIMKT MeXIY KOJUIEKTMBHBIM CO3HaHVEM
VIHOVBUIOM B CYIITHOCTV MOXeT OBITh OIVCaH B
TeX JKe TEPMIHAX, YTO ¥ KOHIIVIKT MEXY Pa3HBbI-
MU YPOBHSIMV KOJUTEKTMBHOI'O CO3HAHMS VIJIV pas-
HBIMM YPOBHSIMM CO3HaHWMS VHIVBUIYaJIbHOTO.
Vroro3vist KOH(ITVIKTa MeXTy OOIIeCTBOM ¥ VH/IVI-
BUIIOM BO3HMKAEeT 3-3a TOrO, UTO 31eCh MBI CTaJI-
KVBaeMCSI C Pa3HOY POBHEBBIMY ITPOSIBIIEHVISIMIL CO-
3HaHMS. B yacTHOCTV, MBI 3a0bIBaeM, YTO TITyOWMH-
HBIVI YPOBEHb VH/IVIBVTyaJIbHOTO CO3HAHMS BCer/ia
B KOH(IVKTe ¢ MaccaMmi. IIpy sToM T1yOMHHEII
yPOBEHBb KOJUIEKTVMBHOIO CO3HAHMS (OOIIHOCTE)
HaXOIMUTCS C MacCaMy POBHO B TOM K€ OTHOIIIe-
Hun. CriefoBaTesIbHO, KOHQIVIKT MeX[y pa3HBbI-
MM YPOBHSIMV CO3HAHWISI, IIPOSIBJISIIOIINVICS KaK B
KOJUIEKTVBHOV, TaK VI B VIHAVIBUAYaIbHOV (pOpMe,
CMeIIBAeTCs C HeCYIIeCTBYIOIIVIM B peasIbHOCTI
KOH(JTMKTOM MeXIy OOIIeCTBEHHBIM VI VIHAVIBY-
IyasTbHBIM.

Macca. VI3 Tpex cTeneHev CIUIOYeHV U [laBJle-
HVSI COLVAIBHOCTY, BO3HMKAIOIIEV B pe3yJIbTaTe
YaCTUYHOTO CIIVISTHMS B «Mbl», HanOosree ogpo0-
HOIO0 KOMMeHTapus TpebyeT Macca, XapaKTepu3y-
eMas HaMeHBIIey MHTeHCMBHOCTBIO 1 HamboIIb-
LIVM [aBJIeHMEM.

138

characteristic of all spontaneous sociality,’ re-
mains complete in all the degrees of intensi-
ty of the “we”. To the mass, which is the most
superficial manifestation of the “we”, corre-
sponds the “man of the masses” — the most
superficial manifestation of the person; to com-
munity and communion which are more pro-
found manifestations of the “we”, correspond
the men of the community and of the commun-
ion, who constitute a more profound manifes-
tation of personality.

Pressure unfolds itself at the same time in
social reality as in the interior of the individual
consciousness and in a simultaneous and par-
allel manner. Thus, on the one hand, the phe-
nomenon of social pressure is not a problem of
the relation between the individual and the so-
cial, but of the relation among different forms
of sociality: it is the masses that exert pressure
on communion. On the other hand, at the same
time that these pressures are exerted on each
other by different forms of sociality, the super-
ficial “I” of the man of the masses exerts pres-
sure within his individual consciousness on the
more profound “1” of the man of the commu-
nity, who, in turn, exerts pressure on the still
more profound “1” of the man of communion.

All these considerations show that each so-
called conflict between collective mind and the
individual can be translated into terms perfect-
ly parallel to the conflict among different levels
of collective mind, and among the different lev-
els of individual consciousness. The illusion of
a conflict between society and individual arises
here because of the fact that we are facing man-

¢ Organized sociality is the opposite of spontaneous so-
ciality. It involves the organized superstructures only,
the crystallized schemas of collective behavior hierar-
chized and centralized according to patterns fixed in
advance, which impose constraints and sanctions (to
be distinguished from simple pressures). Here the con-
flicts between the social structure and the individual
consciousness are more real and the reciprocity of per-
spective is no longer present with the same actuality
as in spontaneous sociality (cf., my Essais de Sociologie,
pp- 61-67).



DTOT TepMUH YacTO YIIOTpeOsigeTcs B 3Haue-
HUY, OTJINYHOM OT IIPUHSATOrO B JAHHOW CTaThbe:
HepeKO MaccChl OTOXKAECTBIISIOTCS C OIlpesiesleH-
HBIM THUIIOM IPYHIIBI — TOJIIION (TaKMM 00OpasoM
BBIpakaeTcs HEKOTOpOe IIpe3peHyie K 000VM siBJle-
HMSM, KOTOpBIe TeM He MeHee pa3JIngHbl). VHoraa
TEPMUH «MacChl» IIOHMMAETCsS B CMBICIIe CTaTUd-
HOVI cUCTeMbl KoopanHat. Pasbepem aTu mmpespat-
Hble IIpeficTaBleHNs. B HallleM noHMMaHMM Mac-
ca — 3TO He KaKoe-TO OOJIbIIIoe Ymciio, PuKcHUpy-
eMoe CTaTUCTMUYeCKMMM MeTomaMy, Kak, Hallpu-
Mep, 9VCII0 CYMIIVIIOB, YnciIo Oe3paboTHBIX, Yvic-
JI0 TIOTpeOuTesieVs, m3dupaTesieri, IMOMIIVICUMKOB
VIV YnTaTesiev ra3eTsl 1 T.1. CTaTucTiuecKye Bbl-
YVICIIeHNS VIMEIOT J1eJI0 C a0CTPaKTHBIMM ¥ UTOTO-
BBIMV CyMMaMW, KOJIM4eCcTBaMy Vi CpeTHVMY 3Ha-
YeHVSIMY, a He XXVBOVI COITMAJIBHON peaIbHOCTBIO.
Kax dopma cormanbHOCTH, Macca, XxapaKTepusy-
eMas HaVIMeHBbIIIel VHTEeHCUBHOCTBIO «Mbl», He
VIMeeT HI4ero oOIIero co CTaTUCTUYECKVIMIL CyM-
MaM¥, OCOOEHHO BCJIefICTBIE TOTO, YTO MOCTIeTHe
OTpa’karoT COIMaIbHYI0 MaKpOU3MKY (B 4aCTHO-
CTV, MOPPOJIOr IO MaTepuaIbHOTO cydcTpaTa 00-
I1IeCTBa), B TO BpeMs KaK pas/IM4Hble [IPOsiBIIeHS
«MBI» COOTHOCSITCSI C COITMJTBHOV MUKPOMV3KOT
Y CBSI3aHBI C KOJUIEKTMBHOV IICVIXOJIOT VIeTL.

Kpome Toro, co spemen JleGoHa, 13BecTHO-
ro HeJOCTaTOYHOV aHaJIMTUYEeCKOV CKpyIIyies-
HOCTBIO 1 OTOXIEeCTBJIeHVeM Macc, TOJIII, Hallu,
pac, KJ1accoB, CYA0B IIPUCSKHBIX U T.1I., TEPMUHBI
«CKOIUIeHMe JIIoflerl», «TOJIa» ¥ «Macca» Hepes-
KO cMellMBaroTcs. TeM He MeHee TaKoe OTOX[IeCT-
BJleHMe ypeBaro ommbkaMmu. CKoIUleHMs JIIofer,
YacTHBIM CJIydaeM KOTOPBIX sBJIseTcs TOJIla, MO-
T'YT 11 He 00pa30BbIBaTh KOJUIEKTUBHYIO eIVHUITY
(kak, HaTrIpyMep, He 00pa3yIoT ee JIFOV, ITPOTYJIu-
Baroruecs 1o yauie). Ho oHu MoryT cocrasiisiTh
Y TPYIIIBI COBEPIIIEHHO MHOTO THUIIA (Te ke IIpo-
ryJvBaloIIecs B cJIydae HaHUKW CTaHYT TOJIIION,
a Maylye Ha HOJINTUYeCKyIo JeMOHCTpalnio Oy-
IOyT IPeNCTaBIIATh TOpas3ao Oosiee CIJIOYEHHYIO
IpyIHIy — HOJIUTUYECKyIO HapTuio). B Toin Mepe,
B KaKOVI CKOIUIEHVIE JIIOLEV SIBJISIETCSI TPYILIIOV,
OHO OyJieT, Kak 1 jiro0as KOJUIeKTUBHas eqUHNIIA,
CBS13aHO C MHOXXeCTBEHHBIMYU popMaMM COITMaIIb-
HOCTW, IIPOSIBJISIOIINMICS B pa3Hov Mepe. Tora,
HalMeHee CTaOWJIbHAs, BpeMeHHas TIpyIIa, MO-
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ifestations of mind which are not situated on
the same level. We forget that if, for example,
the deeper layer of individual consciousness is
in perpetual conflict with the masses, the deep-
est layer of collective mind (communion) is
in the same situation in respect to the masses.
Thus, the conflict among the different levels of
mind, equally apparent in collective as in indi-
vidual form, is confused with a conflict, in re-
ality non-existent, between the social and the
individual.

Mass. Among the three degrees of intensi-
ty and of pressure of sociality by partial fusion
in a “we”, the mass, the weakest degree in in-
tensity and the strongest in pressure, will re-
quire the most detailed explanation. This term
is often employed in a sense different from
ours: sometimes the masses are identified with
a type of group — the crowd — expressing a
certain contempt for these two phenomena,
which are moreover quite distinct; sometimes
the term “mass” is conceived in the sense of
a statistical frame of reference. We must first
eliminate these misunderstandings. Mass, in
our sense, is not the high number established
by statistics: the number of suicides, the num-
ber of unemployed, the number of consumers,
of voters, of newspaper subscribers or readers,
etc. Statistical calculations are concerned with
abstract and built-up sums, quantities and cal-
culated averages, and not with a living social
reality. Mass, as a form of sociality, as the least
intense degree of the “we”, therefore, has noth-
ing to do with statistical sums; especially since
the latter arise from social macro-physics, and
in particular from the morphology of the ma-
terial substratum of society, while the different
manifestations of the “we” are related to social
micro-physics and are tied up with collective
psychology.

In addition, ever since Le Bon, whose lack
of analytic precision is well known and who
spoke confusedly of masses, crowds, nations,
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JKeT JOCTUrarh CTeIIeHV eVHEeHWs, CBOVICTBeH-
HOW OOITHOCTY (HaIpyMep, KOrfia JIIOoAu o0ben-
HSIOTCS, YTOOBI IIOMOYb JPYIMM B Oefie MIu KOT-
IIa VIMVI JIBVIKeT THEB, VICIIBITBIBA€MBIVI II0 OHOV 11
TOVI JXe ImpuumHe). Tak MoxeT cpopMmpoBaThCs 1
Gosiee ycTormumBasi 11 IIpUBbIYHAY «Macca».

CrlenoBaTesIbHO, TEPMMHBI «Macca», «TOJIIIa»
U «CKOIUIEHVe JIIOfIeVl», He Oymydn MAeHTUYHBI-
MW, BCe Ke TiepeceKaroTcsl. HekoTopble cKorieHs
He SIBJISIFOTCS. HY TOJIIIaMM, HII MacCaMVi; HeKOTO-
pble TOJIIIBI He SBJISIIOTCST MaccaMVi; HaKOHell, Mac-
COBBIVI 2JIEMEHT, IIPUCYIINI BCEM TWUIIAM T[PYIIIL,
Hake Hambosee cTaOMWILHBIM, He BCerma CBOVI-
CTBEH CKOIUIEHMIO JIfozient (cM. c. 141).

Emre Gosree ormmOOYHBIM OBLJIIO OBI OTOXKIIECT-
BJISITH COIIMAJIBHOCTB MACChI CO «CTallOM», JIBVIK-
MBIM TpocThIM 3apakeHmeM (Illerrep). B ocHose
Maccel, paBHO KakK cooOllecTBa 1 OOIITHOCTM, Jie-
JKaT KOJUIEKTVIBHBIE VIHTYWUTWBHBIE IIperCcTaBIIe-
HUS, CBOVICTBEHHBIE VICKJIIOUMTEIBHO UeIoBeUe-
CKMM cylecTBaM. IIoBepXHOCTHBIVI xapaKTep U
CJIa0OCTD TaKMX IIPeCTaBIIEHNT He MEHSIIOT TOrO
daxTa, 9TO COIMAITBPHBIVI MVP 3HAUNTEITHHO OTIIVI-
4JaeTcsl OT XXVMBOTHOTO Mupa. V 1omobHble ompe-
IieJIeHVIsl MacChl IIpecyIelyIoT JINIIb OOHY I1eJIb —
BBIpa3UTh IIpe3peHue K Hell, KOTOpoe, Kak Oyzer
MOKA3aHO HVDKE, He MOXeT OBITh OOOCHOBAHO HII
C COLIMOJIOIMYEeCKOVI, HY C MOPaJIbHOVI TOYKM 3pe-
HUs. B cxokem HampasiieHUM MbICTVT 1 J1eOoH,
OILIMOOYHO OTOXIECTBIISBIIINII MaccCy C TOJIIIOVL.

Kpome Toro, crerneHp CIJIOUEHHOCTVI T'PYIIIBI
HaXOOWUTCS B IIPSAMON IIPOHOPLNM K ee 00beMy:
ueM OoJlee CIUIoueHa IpyIIla, TeM OHa MeHBIIIe,
a yeM OoJIbIlle TPyIIIa, TEM MeHee OHa CIUIOYeHa.
[TosTOMY OOITHOCTH BOSHVMKAET B MaJIBIX TPYIIIIaX
(ckopee BHYTpPU CEKTbI, YeM IIEPKBI; CKOpee BHY-
Tpu Ipodpcorosa, yeM deepainm IIpodCcor30B,
M T.J1.), @ COLMaJIbHOCTD, HAIIle/IAsi BEIpaKeHe
B Macce, MOXXeT pacIIpOCTPaHSIThCS Ha IIMPOKIe
OOBeIVIHEeHIS U Yallle BCETO Pealn3yeTcs B CaMbIX
MHOTOYVICJIEHHBIX I'PYIIIIaX.

3aBepriass ommcaHms ¢eHOMeHa MacChl, MBI
MOYXKEM TOJIBKO JOOAaBUTH HECKOJIBKO CJIOB O Hey-
HOPSIZIOYEHHBIX VI YIIOPSZIOYeHHBIX Maccax — pas-
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races, classes, juries, etc., the terms “gathering”,
“crowd”, and “mass” are often identified. How-
ever, such an identification implies several er-
rors. Gatherings, of which crowds are only one
kind, may be such that they will not comprise
real collective units (for example, strollers in
the street); they may comprise completely dif-
ferent kinds of groups (for example, the same
strollers in a panic would form a crowd, or
these strollers on the way to a political demon-
stration would give expression to a much more
integrated group, a political party). In so far as
a gathering is a real group, it implies, like every
real collective unit, a multiplicity of forms of
sociality with different degrees of actuality. The
crowd, the most unstable and temporary group
there is, for example, might as well intensify
its unity up to the point of communion (for in-
stance, by uniting to save someone in distress,
or simply by sharing in the same anger), so as
to form the more current and common “mass”.

Thus, far from being identical, the terms
“mass”, “crowd”, “gathering” cut across each
other. There are gatherings that are neither
crowd nor mass; there are crowds that are
not masses; finally, the mass element which is
present in all kinds of groups, even the most
stable, by no means needs to be expressed in a
gathering (see p. 141).

It would be still more erroneous to identify
sociality as mass with a “herd”, which moves
by simple contagion (Scheler). Mass is based,
as is community and communion, on collec-
tive intuitions of which only human beings are
capable; the superficial character and actual
weakness of these intuitions do not change the
fact that the social world is clearly distinct from
the animal world. The sole purpose of such a
characterization of mass is to indicate a con-
tempt for it, which can not be justified, as we
shall see, either sociologically or morally. This
was also the tendency of Le Bon, who so un-
happily confused masses with crowds.



gy, posoauMoM o Buze” u Ierirepom!®” 7
KOTOpBIE TeM He MeHee He CMOIJIM JaTh M YeTKO-
ro onpenenenus. HeynopsimouenHast Macca (ode-
BUIHBIM 00pa3oM OT/IMYHAs OT OOJIBIIIOrO KOJIV-
4yecTBa MJIV CTAaTUCTUYECKOVI CYMMBI, TaK KakK siB-
j1eTcst POPMOTI COLMAaIbHOCTY, JOCTUIaeMovt Iy-
TeM B3aVIMHOIO ITPOHVKHOBEHWS ¥ YaCTWYIHOIO
CJIVIHMS CO3HAHWUM) — 3TO U eCTh HOpPMaJIbHOE,
IIPVBBIYHOE IIPOsIBIIeHVe (PeHOMEeHa MacChl: TaKO-
Ba Macca HeJIOBOJIBHBIX, OemHBIX, 0e3paOOTHBIX,
00BbeIMHEHHBIX OCO3HAHVIEM CXOXXECTHM CBOETO I10-
JIOXKEHWS VI IHTepecoB. To ke OTHOCUTCS K Macce
KceHO(0oOOB, 00pa3oBaHHBIX MY)KUNH, YTaTesIen
HeKOeVl ra3eThl, «IIVPOKOTI Iy OIvKe», Macce, OfIu-
HAKOBO pearvpyoller Ha olpeesieHHble COOBI-
Tust, 1 T.A. V1 TOJIBKO B MICKJTIOUMTEIFHBIX 00CTO-
ATeJIbCTBaxX HeyIopsijodeHHas Macca MOXeT CTaTh
ymopsifogeHHo. V1 Korja 3To IPOMCXOOUT, YIIO-
pAIOYeHHas Macca IIposiByIseT cels B Brle TOJIIIH,
cxofa, JeMOHCTPAMY M T. /. M C BBICOKOVI 10JIeN
BEPOSITHOCTY MOXeT, ITyCThb VI BpEMeHHO, IOCTUYb
yPOBH:I cOODIIIeCTBa VIV OOIITHOCTIA
CoobujecmBo. CooOIIIecTBO XapaKTepu3yeTcs
CpPeqHVM YpOBHEM CIJIOYEHHOCTV VI B3aMIMHOTO
IIPOHMKHOBEHMSI YMOB, a TaKXXe COIpPsKeHHOCTHU
IIOBEIEHNTI, B IIpeesiax KOJJIEKTMBHOIO CO3Ha-
HUS M OEVICTBUM OT JINIIa «Mbl». TakKas collyajib-
HOCTb JOCTUTAeTCs ITyTeM YacTUYHOIO CIIVSHUS,
KOITIa YCTaHAaBJIMBAeTCS OITMMAaJIbHOe paBHOBe-
crie MeXJ1y CIUIOUeHHOCTBIO M 00BeMOM I'PYIIIIBL
3meck HaOJIIOMAETCsI COOTBETCTBUE MEXIy Cperl-
HeVl CTeINIeHbIO CIIVSTHUS B «MbI» I CPeIHUM pas-
MepOM T'PYIIIbI, K KOTOPOW TaHHOE «Mbl» OTHO-
cutcs. IIpy aTOM paBHOBecye «MacChl» CMeITlaeT-
Cs1 B CTOPOHY YMCJIEHHOCTV, a paBHOBeCVe OOIITHO-
CTU — B IOJIb3Y MHTEHCUBHOCTY CIIMSHMSA. 3aHN-
Masi CpeIVTHHYIO TIO3UIIVIO B IIJIaHe COOTHOIIeHMS
o0BbeMa 11 MTHTEeHCVBHOCTV, COOOIIIECTBO IIPeJICTaB-
JIsieT cobot CpemHuI BapuaHT ¥ B TOM, 4TO Kaca-
etcs fgasiieHns. CosHaHMS Ooslee OTKPBITHI JIPyT
IPYTY, a IOBe/ieHNs IIeperuIeTaloTCs TeCHee, YeM B
cJjIydae Macchl. B cooliriecTse 3HauMTe IbHAS YacTh
CTpeMJIEHUIT 11 YOeXKAEHUI PasHBIX «s» CIIVBAET-

7 Cp. ¢ «O0rmen coupornornen» ¢poH Buse, Bropoe m3na-
Hue, 1936 ., Tom 1 (cm.: Wiese, 1933; yroureno. — M.3.),
u «Tommov u nevictBuem» 'evirepa (Geiger, 1926).
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In addition, the intensity and the volume of
unions are not directly proportional: the more
intense the unions, the less wide they are, and
the wider they are the less intense they are.
This is why communion usually occurs only in
very restricted circles (for example, rather in a
sect than in a church, rather in a unit of a la-
bor union than in a federation of labor unions,
etc.), while sociality as mass has the capacity to
spread out to the most extensive wholes and is
often most real in groups of very wide scope.

In order to complete the description of the
phenomenon of mass, there remains for us only
to say a few words about the distinction be-
tween unassembled mass and assembled mass,
a distinction advanced by von Wiese” and Gei-
ger'” 7 who, however, did not succeed in stat-
ing it precisely. Unassembled mass (obviously
quite distinct from a high number or statistical
sum in so far as it is a form of sociality by in-
terpenetration and partial fusion of conscious-
nesses) is the normal, usual manifestation of
the phenomenon of mass: such as the mass of
malcontents, of the poor, of the unemployed, to
the extent to ‘which the subjects in question are
united by the consciousness of the affinity of
their situation and their interests; or again the
mass of alien-baiters, of learned men, of readers
of the same newspaper, of the “public”, or mass
reacting in the same manner to certain events,
etc. It is only in special and rather exception-
al circumstances that the unassembled masses
become transformed into assembled masses.
When this occurs, assembled masses appear
as crowds, meetings, demonstrations, etc., and
easily raise themselves, at least temporarily, to
the level of communities and communions.

Community. — Community is the average
degree in intensity and depth of the interpen-
etration among minds as well as among be-

7 Cf.von Wiese, Allgemeine Sociologie, Il ed., 1936, Vol. I,
[cf. Wiese, 1933; the reference is corrected — M. Z.] and
Geiger, Die Masse und ihre Action, 1926.
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cs B equHoOe 11e10e. Coo0I1IecTBO OKa3hIBaeT MEeHb-
Illee [aBJleHVe Ha WHAVBUAYaJIbHOE CO3HAHIE,
yeM Macca, HO Oosiplilee — yeM oOOIHOCTh. Ha-
KOHeII, cool11iecTBo, Oyayun cOaslaHCMPOBaHHON
(bopMoVI COLIMAJIBHOCTM, JOCTUTAEMOVI CIIMIHUEM,
gBJIsleTCd 11 Hanboslee yCTOVYMBOM ee POPMOTL,
CJ1a00 TIOBEP)KEHHO KOJleOaHVISIM.
OTHOCUTeNIBHAS ~ YCTOVMYMBOCTB — COOOIIIECTB
BO3pacTaeT, TakK KaK COCTABJISAIONINE VX CO3HAHMS
OOBIYHO OTKPBIBAIOTCS APYT IPYTy OTHOBPEMeH-
HO, oOecrieuyBasi KOJJIEKTVBHOE WHTYWUTUBHOE
BOCIIPVISITVIE OOIIIECTBEHHBIX MIIE M IIeHHOCTETL.
B Macce e crmmsiHME YMOB, OCTAOIIVIXCSI 3aKpPbl-
TBIMI Ha BCEX yYPOBHSX, KpOMe IIOBEPXHOCTHOTO,
OOBIYHO SBJIAETCH cpyHKuV[eVI CUTYyaLMVi VIJIN CO-
OBITVIVI, VIMEIOITVIX MECTO BO BHEIITHEM, UyBCTBEH-
HO BOCIpMHMMaeMoM Muipe. IToCKOIBKy Koutek-
TUBHBIE IIEHHOCTU Y VIV He M3MEHSIOTCSI BMecTe
C BHEITHVMW COOBITVSIMY, VHTYUTVUBHOE BOCIIPU-
ATVie TIepBbIX oOecIieunBaeT YCTOMYMBOCTh COOO-
miecTB. Ecim K 3TMM cOOOpakeHMSIM ITPVICOBOKY-
OWUTB TOT PAKT, UTO CpeJHeV! CTelIeHV MHTEHCHB-
HOCTV ¥ IJIyOMHBI B3aIMHOTO ITPOHVKHOBEHVISI
II0 YIIOMSHYTBIM ITapaMeTpaM eCTeCTBEHHBIM 00-
pa3oM COOTBETCTBYeT COOOIIECTBO, SBIISIOIIeecs
«IIPOMEXYTOYHBIM» BapMAHTOM, CTAHOBUTCS Ode-
BUTHBIM, ITI0YeMY IIOCIIe[IHee — HauOoslee IIMpo-
KO pacIpocTpaHeHHas 1 ocsizaeMast popma CoLy-
IIBHOCTY Yepe3 JacTMJHOe CyIMsHMe. TakuM 00-
pasoM, M3 Tpex paccMaTpyBaeMbIX (POpM COLV-
IIBHOCTY Yepe3 YacTUYHOe CIIVISTHIIE IMEHHO CO-
00I11eCTBO B HavOOJIBIIIEN CTEIIEHM CIIOCOOHO K I10-
CTOSIHHOMY BOCIIPOM3BOLCTBY B OIlpefIeIeHHbIX
KOJUTEKTVBHBIX eIMHUITaX (HaIIpyMep, KOMIIaKTHO
HPOXXVMBATOIIVIX VIV SKOHOMWYECKVIX TPyIIIax). A
Macca ¥ OOIIHOCTB OCTAIOTCS IJIS OOJIBIIMHCTBA
PeaTbHO CYIIeCTBYIOMINX KOJUIEKTVBHBIX €IVHILL
AAMEHMHbLIMU COCTOSTHVUSIMY, aKTyaI3VpPYIOIN-
MVICSI TOJIBKO TPV OIIpeieJIeHHBIX YCITOBISIX.
Oburocms. OOIIHOCTH XapaKTepu3yeTcsl ca-
MOVI BBICOKOVI CTeIIeHBI0 MHTEHCUBHOCTU U IJIy-
OVHBI COLVMAIBHOCTY, IIOCTUTIaeMOV ITyTeM B3a-
VIMHOTO ITPOHVMKHOBEHWSI M CIIVSIHMSA. VIMeHHO
B Hell Hanboslee TIOJTHO peayn3yIOTCs KOJUIEK-

haviors in the collective mind and acts of the
“we”. It is the kind of sociality by partial fu-
sion in which the greatest equilibrium normal-
ly is established between the intensity of the
union and its volume; for here there is usually
a correspondence between the average unifi-
cation of the “we” and the average breadth of
the whole to which this “we” is related, while
in mass, this equilibrium is broken in favor of
the volume, and in communion, in favor of the
intensity. Representing the average from the
point of view of volume and intensity, com-
munity also represents the average from the
point of view of pressure. The minds opening
to each other more widely, and the behaviors
interpenetrating more deeply than in mass, in
community a larger part of the aspirations and
beliefs of the “I”s is integrated, consequently,
community produces less pressure on the in-
dividual consciousness than mass, at the same
time that it exerts more pressure than com-
munion. Finally, community, being the most
balanced form of sociality by fusion is for this
reason also the most stable form, the least sub-
ject to fluctuation.

There is a considerable increase in this rel-
ative stability because of the fact that minds in
community, since they are open wide to each
other, are normally open at the same time, to
the collective intuition of social ideas and val-
ues; while in mass, the fusion of minds which
remain closed, except at the surface, appears
most often as a function of situations and events
arising from the external and sensible world.
Since the values and ideas seen collectively vary
in a way different from that of external events,
their intuitions contribute towards a greater
constancy of communities. If to all these obser-
vations is added the fact that the intermediate
degrees of intensity and depth of interpenetra-
tion between the points mentioned gravitate
naturally about the average or community, it
will be understood why the latter appears as the
most widely spread, the most palpable of the
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TVUBHBIE MHTYUILINY, UMEHHO OHa COOTBeTCTBYeT
«MBI» caMOro Iiy0okoro yposHs. OGIIHOCTB, KaK
IIPaBWJIo, CBA3aHa C COCTOSHMSAMM KOJUIEKTVBHO-
'O 9KCTas3a, B O0IIeM CiTy4yae HeIIPOIOJDKIUTE IbHbI-
Mu. IlosToMy B COBpeMeHHOV COLIVaJIbHOM KI3-
HW OOIIHOCTH — 3TO JINIIB JIaT€HTHAsT BO3MOX-
HOCTB, aKTyaJIM3UPYIOLIasics JINIIb B peKye Mo-
MeHTBI. TeM He MeHee CyIlleCTBYeT KOJUIEKTVBHBIe
eIVHLIBI MCKJIIOYNTEIBHOTO XapaKTepa, B KOTO-
PBIX TIOCTOSIHHO IPVCYTCTBYIOT 3JIEMEHTBI OOII-
HOCTM, IOMVHWpPYIOIIMe Ha/l, 3JIeMeHTaMI Macc 1
coobriecTB. TakMMY eIVHUIIAMM SIBJISIOTCS LIEPK-
BU, PeJINTMO3HbIE CeKThI, OKKYJIBTHBIe OpaTcTBa 1
IpyTvie TPYIIIBl, eOVHCTBO KOTOPBIX OasupyeTcs
Ha MUCTMYECKMX MHTYWUIINAX, 3HAYMUTeJIbHO OT-
JIMYAFOIIXCS. OT BCEX OCTaJIBHBIX KOJUIEKTVIBHBIX
VIHTYUTVBHBIX IIpeICTaBJIeHUL.

B obmrHoCTAX (Tme B3auMHOe ITPOHVKHOBEHVEe
CO3HAHUW W COIIPSDKEHME TTOBEIEHUN TOCTUraeT
MaKCMMYyMa) YacTUYHOe CIIVgHMe O0beIHSIeT ca-
Mble TJIIyOOKVe CTpeMJIEHWMS Pa3HBIX «s», COCTaB-
JAIoMMX Takyro rpymmay. [Tostomy sta, Hamnbosee
VHTeHCUBHasA, popMa COLIMAJIbBHOCTM OKa3bIBaeT
HavIMeHbIIIee Bo3dercTBre Ha mHauBuaa. OHa BO-
IUIOMIAeT KOJUIEKTVMBHBIE YCTpeMJIeHMs, COOTBEeT-
CTBYIOIIME HanOoslee COKPOBEHHBIM WVHIVBUILY-
aJIbHBIM JKeJlaHMAM. BeposiTHO, MMeHHO IO3TOMY
B HEKOTOpBIe TIePVOIbI CUMTAIOCh HEOOXOIIMbBIM
VCKJTIOYaTh OOIIHOCTY W3 COLIMA/IBHOW >KWM3HVI,
CBOIISI MIX K HEIIOCPeICTBeHHOMY B3alIMOJIEeVICTBIIIO
OTEJILHOIO VHAMBMIA ¢ DOXXeCcTBeHHOV Ojaroma-
TBIO, CBATBIM JIyXOM VUIV KOCMWYECKVM IIeJIbIM.
Tax, comracHO OgHOM M3 XPWUCTMAHCKMX Tpaau-
LIV, W3JIOKEHHOI CO CBoe06pa3HblMV1 aKIleHTa-
MM JaTCKMM MmUCcTKoM Kbepkeropom, uesioBede-
CKMe YTV MOTYT OOImIaThcst ¢ XPUCTOM TOJIBKO B
OIMHOYEeCTBe, U TOJIIBKO uepe3 Hero kak mocpern-
HUKa — Mexay cobor'’. beprcon B cBoeit Heas-
He1 padoTe «[IBa MICTOUHVIKA MOpaIV U PEJTUT IV
pasBUBaeT CXOXYIO KOHIIEIIIVIO, COIVIaCHO KOTO-
POV MHAMBUIBI MOTYT JOCTUYb OOIITHOCTM, OT-
CTPaHMBIIVCE OT HEKOV peasIbHO CYyIIeCTBYIOIIen
IPYIIIbI («3aKpBITOro ObIecTBa»), M B OAMHOUe-
cTBe IpuodIIMTECS cosmmanmio. CortacHo beprco-
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forms of sociality by partial fusion. It may there-
fore be said that of these three forms of sociality
by partial fusion, community is the most capa-
ble of constant actualization in certain groups
(particularly, groups based on locality, and eco-
nomic groups); while mass and communion
normally remain, in the life of most of the real
collective units, a latent state, and only become
actualized under certain definite conditions.

Communion. — Communion has the highest
degree of intensity and depth of sociality by in-
terpenetration and partial fusion. It is the actu-
ality of collective intuition carried to its greatest
strength; it is the most profound “we”. Com-
munion normally corresponds to states of col-
lective ecstasy, which are usually only of short
duration; that is why communion, in current
social life, is only a latent potency, actualized
at rare moments. Real collective units of an ex-
ceptional character exist, however, in which
communion is always present and where it nor-
mally predominates over the elements of mass
and community: these are churches, religious
sects, magical brotherhoods, etc., groups that
have their basis in mystical intuitions, quite
distinct from all other collective intuitions.

In a communion (interpenetration of minds
and behaviors being at a maximum) partial fu-
sion integrates the most profound aspirations
of the “I”s which participate in the union. That
is why, being most intense, this form of social-
ity nevertheless produces the least pressure on
the individuals bound by it. It therefore appears
as the incarnated collective aspiration, which
coincides with the most intimate aspirations of
the individual person. This is perhaps the rea-
son why at times it was believed necessary to
exclude communion from real social life, arid to
consider it as a direct form of the participation
of the isolated individual in divine grace, spirit,
or the cosmic whole. Thus, according to a cer-
tain Christian tradition expressed with particu-
lar emphasis by the Danish mystic Kierkegaard,
human minds can commune with Christ only
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HY, 3TO U €CTb e[ITHCTBeHHBIVI Y Th K «OTKPBITOMY
o0IIecTBy», He MMeloIeMy Oortee Hirdero oOIero
C PeasIbHOV COIMaIBHOV JXM3HBIOY . 371ech HeoO-
XOIAVMO HOHSATB, MOXET JIVI B HEKOTOPBIX VICKJIIO-
UNUTeJIbHBIX CJIydadxX TaK HasblBaeMoe VIHJIVIBU-
AyajibHOe co3HaHMe IproOimThest Jlorocy, Hdyxy
1, HakoHell, bory 6e3 mocpemH1YecTBa peasibHO-
ro obriectsa. I Tpy 5TOM MBI peITeIbHO OTBEpra-
€M MOHVIMaHVie OOIITHOCTY KaK BO3MOXXHOV TOJIBKO
B TeX PeIKMX CJIydasx, KOrjla Ha CIieHYy BBIXOIST
CBSITBIe, BeJIVIKVie MVUCTVIKY, TEHUV VI TePOVL.
ITpexme Bcero, mpuoOIIeHMe K Ayxy 1 Ooxe-
CTBEHHOMY MOXeT OBbITh KaK KOJUIEKTVBHBIM, TaK 1
VIHIVIBUIYJIbHBIM, U JII00as pesnris, jirodas 1ep-
KOBbB, JIIFO0OVI BBIIAIOIIINVICS STNYECKI, MHTe UIeK-
TyaJIbHBIVI VUIV IOPUIMYECKITL OIBIT 3VDKIETC Ha
KOJIJIEKTVMBHOM y4acTUV, KOTOpoe JiejIaeT BO3MOX-
HBIM B3aVIMHOe ITPOHMKHOBEHNe CO3HaHW, dop-
MUPYIOIINX OOITHOCTY KaK ITPOSIBIIEHMS peaslb-
Hom cormabHOCTH. Kak cormaipHble (peHOMEeHB!,
TaKye OOITHOCTY He BCerya CBsi3aHbl C y4acTVeM B
IlyXOBHBIX ITpakTMKax. VIHorma oHuM Iipencrasiis-
0T coDOV MHTEHCMBHOE B3aMMOLEVICTBIE CO3Ha-
HWL APYT C APYTOM WIN B VIX COBOKYIIHOCTH, y4a-
CTVe, K KOTOPOMY ITOATaJIKMBAIOT BHEIITHVE COObI-
TV BOVIHBI, PEBOJIIOINM, 3a0acTOBKY, IIpecyIeio-
BaHMs OIpesieJleHHbIX TPYIII, HelloCcpeCcTBeHHas
OIacCHOCTb (KOopabJieKpylileHue, IIoXKap, 3eMIIeTpsi-
ceHe, KOJUIeKTVBHBIE YCVIIVS IO CITaCeHMIO OIHO-
T'O VJIVI HECKOJIBKVIX JIIOZIeV, TIOMaBITX B Oery). Ha-
KOHeIl, OIMO0YHO ObUIO OBl Kak 3TO jeraeT bepr-
COH, HAJIeJISITh OOIITHOCTh KaKMMM-TO OCOOEHHBIMA
BO3MOXHOCTAMM WJIV YHUBEPCaJIbHOCTBIO, IIPO-
TVBOIIOCTaBJISIST OOIITHOCTh OrpPaHMYeHNsIM, CBOVI-
CTBEHHBIM JIIOOOVI peasIbHOM colaibHOCTH. Ha-
IIPOTWB, OOIITHOCTH KaK PeasIbHbIN KOJUIEKTVBHBIN
deHOMEH, OCHOBAHHBIVI Ha B3aVIMHOM ITPOHVKHO-
BEHWM CO3HAHWUV U COITPsDKEHMI TIOBEIEHT, ITPO-
SBJISIETCS. VICKJTIOUMTEIIBHO B MaJIbIX TpyIIax. Mel
y>ke yKasblBaIM Ha TO, 4YTO YeM Bblllle MHTeHCHB-
HOCTh YaCTMYHOTO CJIVISIHMS, TeM, KaK IIpaBuIo,
MasioumiciieHHee Tpymma. CiieqoBaresibHO, B OOIII-
HOCTW paBHOBeCVe MeXy YMCJIeHHOCTBIO M VIH-
TEHCVBHOCTBIO CJIVIHVS CMeIllaeTcss B CTOPOHY
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when in isolation, and only through Him as me-
diator amongst themselves.'"” Recently Bergson,
in Les deux sources de la morale et de la religion,
developed an analogous conception according
to which individuals can arrive at commun-
ion only by detaching themselves from the real
group (“closed society”), in order to partici-
pate in creative activity when in isolation; this
would be, according to Bergson, the only means
of reaching “open society” which no longer has
anything in common with real social life.'* We
need not examine here whether it is possible for
the so-called individual consciousness to com-
mune in exceptional cases directly, without the
intermediary of real society, with Logos, Spirit,
and, finally, with God. But we must protest en-
ergetically against limiting communion to those
rare cases which involve only saints, great mys-
tics, geniuses, and heroes.

First of all, one may participate in spirit and
in divinity just as well collectively as individu-
ally, and all the religions, all the churches, all
the great ethical, intellectual, and jural experi-
ences are based on the collective participation
effectuated by interpenetrated minds, which
form communions in so far as they are mani-
festations of real sociality. These communions,
as social phenomena, to be sure, do not always
represent participation in spirituality; they may
sometimes be only the very intense participa-
tion of minds in each other or in their totality,
a participation caused by events in the exter-
nal world, such as wars, revolutions, strikes,
persecutions of certain groups, imminent dan-
gers (for example, shipwreck, fire, earthquake,
collective rescue of one or of several people in
danger). Finally, it would be completely false to
attribute to communion, as Bergson did, a par-
ticular capacity of universality, and, from this
fact, to oppose it to the limitations implied in
all real sociality. On the contrary, commun-
ion, in so far as it is a real collective phenom-
enon based on a direct interpenetration among
minds or behaviors, manifests itself in very lim-



rocsle[THerl. DTO IOATBepPXKIaeTcs: caMyMm peHo-
MeHaMV pacKojla M Celleccuy, KOTOPBIM ITOTeHIIN-
AJTBHO TIO/IBepykeHa JIFo0ast OOIITHOCTD, BOIUIOIIATO-
ITTasl peaIbHYI0 COLVaIBHOCTh. Harprmep, B 1iepk-
BU, PEJIUTVO3HOV CeKTe, OKKYJIBTHOM OpaTcTBe, Ma-
COHCKOM OpfieHe 1 T.I., I7le IIpeo0riajaeT colyaib-
HOCTB OOIITHOCTY (OOIIHOCTD BEPYIOIINX B OIHY U
Ty e JIOTMY, SIBJIeHHYIO HeJJaBHO ITOCBSIIeHHBIM
B HEKVVI Ty XOBHBIVI VJIVI CMBOJIVYECKIVI PUTYaJl),
ocJ1abrieHVe OOITHOCTY U ee iperid B CTOPOHY CO-
o0IIecTBa VIV MacChl CTaBUT MO, YTPO3y CaMo Cy-
IiecTBoBaHMe rpymmbl. OBIIHOCTE VCYe3aeT, ecin
HeCriocoOHa BOCITpOV3BecTM cebsi B Oorree orpa-
HVYeHHOM KPYTY BEPYIOIINX VIV TTOCBSAIIIEHHBIX,
JlesiTeJIbHO TIONJIePXKMBAIOIINX CBOKO COIPUYACT-
HOCTb: PaCKOJI OKa3bIBAETCS €IVTHCTBEHHBIM CIIOCO-
60oM cOepeun OOIITHOCTB 11 CaMy TPYIIITY, B KOTOPO
OOIITHOCTE SBJII€TCS OCHOBHOV (POPMOVI COITMaIb-
HocTn. CrlefioBaTe/IbHO, OOIITHOCTh KaK peasibHast
dopma colMasbHOCTVI He HPUBOAUT K yHUBEp-
CaJIPHOCTM, a HAIIPOTWB, IIOPOXIaeT pa3sHooOpa-
3Vie TPYIIII, OCHOBaHHBIX Ha oOITHOCTI. B permrm-
O3HBIX CeKTaX, OCOOeHHO IIpeciieyeMbIX, TaKuX, B
KOTOPBIX OOIITHOCTB YYBCTBYET OCTpPee, 4eM B 0pui-
LIVaJIBHBIX IIePKOBHBIX OpraHm3allMsxX (fIe OHa
HIOf/IeP>XKMBAETCST PYKOBOISIIIMIMM CTPYKTYpaMy,
3a4acTy¥o IIOJTHOCTBIO OTOPBAHHBIMV OT CIIOHTaH-
HO 00pasyeMBbIX BepYIOIIVIMI HU30BBIX CTPYKTYD),
deHOMEH CXM3MBI, pacKosia IoBceMecTeH. To ke
sBJIeHVie HabJIIoflaeTcsl U B TPyMIIaX, He VIMEOIX
MVCTIYeCKOro (yHaMeHTa, HaIlpyMep 3arpe-
IIIEHHBIX U ITpecIelyeMbIX TIOJIMTUYeCKMX MapTy-
ax v npodcorozax. CorpoTuBsIieHVe IIpUTecHe-
HVSIM PUBOAUT K Ipeo0siaJaHMIo SKCTaTMYHON
OOIITHOCTVI CO BCeMY ee IOCTIe[ICTBUSMIU — CXM3Ma-
MU, BHYTPeHHVUMM pacKojlaMy U T.1I.

Kak ObUTO cKa3aHO BBIIIe, BHEIIHVE COOBI-
TUSI — BOVIHBI, PeBOJIIONNY, 3a0acTOBKM, IIpMOIIN-
KaroIyiecs yrpo3bl U T.JI. — HepeaKo aKTyasIn3u-
PYIOT JIaTeHTHYIO OOIIHOCTh B IpyIIax, B KOTO-
PBIX B HOpMaJIbHOVI CUTYyalluM IIpeoOIaaroT 3Jle-
MEHTBI Macchl Wi coobrriectsa. Hampvimep, B Ta-
KVX TpyIIiax, KaK Halys MIV FOCyAapcTBO, BOV-
Ha BBI3bIBaeT TaKOe MHTEeHCBHOe CIIVITHVIE, 9TO Ha
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ited circles. We have already noted the fact that
usually the stronger and deeper the intensity
of the partial fusion, the smaller is the number
of its members. Consequently, in communion
the equilibrium between extension and intensi-
ty is broken in favor of the latter. This can be
verified by the phenomena of schism and se-
cession, the danger of which is present in every
communion in so far as it is real sociality. For
example, in a church, a religious sect, magic
brotherhood, a masonic order, etc., where so-
ciality as communion predominates (commun-
ion of believers in the same revealed dogma of
initiates to the same spiritual or symbolic rite),
as soon as this communion becomes weakened
and relaxes in favor of sociality as communi-
ty or mass, the very existence of the group is
threatened. It is lost if it is unable to reestablish
itself in a more restricted circle of believers or
initiates who continue to commune effective-
ly: the schism then becomes the only means of
safeguarding the communion and the group it-
self in which the communion predominates.
Thus, far from leading towards universality,
communion, as real sociality, tends rather to-
wards the particularization of groups that usu-
ally are based on communions. In religious
sects, especially those that are persecuted and
where communion arises much more vigorous-
ly than in the official churches (maintained by
their organized superstructures, often entirely
detached from the spontaneous substructure of
the faithful), the phenomena of schism and of
division into small segments appear with par-
ticular virulence. The same phenomena may
be observed in groups which have no mysti-
cal foundation, for example, political parties or
trade unions when they are prohibited and per-
secuted; the reaction against persecution cre-
ates the predominance in their midst of ecstatic
communion with all its consequences: schisms,
internal ruptures, etc.

External events, such as wars, revolutions,
strikes, imminent dangers, etc., often con-
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IIepeHNU TUIAH BBIXOAAT 3JIEMEHTHI OOIIHOCTML.
Tak ke BO BpeMsl peBOJIIOLINI MacChl, pa3odapo-
BaHHBIE B PEXVME, CTPEMUTEIBHO ITpeBpalaioT-
Csl B HOIJIMHHYIO OOIIIHOCTH, KOTOpask BEICBOOOX-
JlaeT SHePriIo, HeCpaBHMMO OOJIBIITYIO, YeM CiuJIa
COIIPOTMBIIEHVISI COODITIECTB V1 Mace, IO IepyKIBa-
IOIIMIX CTapbIVl IIOPSIOK Belllent 1 T.II. MeHee mac-
mrTabHbIe cOOBITHS, TaKMe KaK 3a0acTOBKY, Macco-
Bble IIPA3IHOBAHNS, JHV HAIVIOHAJIBHOTO ITOMV-
HOBEHsI, MOTYT IIPOVU3BECTV IIOXOXMWI1, HO Oojlee
KpaTKuit 3(pdexT.

CrienoBaresibHO, KaKgas TPyIia B 3aBUCHMO-
CTVL OT OOCTOSATEIHCTB MOXKET BpeMeHaMV YCVIIV-
BaTh CBO€ eIMHCTBO JI0 YPOBH:I OOIITHOCTH, BpeMe-
HaMM OCJIabJIATh €ro 10 YPOBHS MAacChl, IIpIYeM
MPOMEXyTO4dHast (POpMa, COOOIIECTBO, SIBIISETCS
CaMBIM PacIIpOCTpaHeHHBIM U YCTOVYMBBIM 3Jle-
MEHTOM COIaJIbHOTO 00pa3oBaHMS.

Maccam, coobuwecmbam u obujHocmam HeBos-
MOXHO nocmabums 8 coombBemcmbBue xaxue-1ub0
no3uyuu Ha wikaie yenrocmei. He mpencrasisiercs
BO3MOKHBIM CO3/1aTh IIIKAJTY IS OLIEHKM pPa3HbIX
dopM COIMaTIbHOCTI C COLIVIOTIOTMYECKOV VUIV
3TUYECKOVI TOYKM 3peHMs. DTa HeBO3MOXXHOCTH
pacrpocTpaHseTcs M Ha OTHOIIIEHVS MeX/Iy CTe-
HEHSIMV VIHTEHCVBHOCTV COLIVIAJIBHOCTM, IOCTU-
raeMoVi B3aIMHBIM ITPOHVKHOBEHIVEM VI YacTd-
HBIM CJIMSHMEM, TO €CTh MaCCOVI, COOOIIIECTBOM W1
o0mTHOCTHIO. C COIMOIIOrMYEeCcKOVT TOUKM 3PEHVS
TOT (PaKT, YTO Macca OKas3blBaeT OoJiblllee 1aBle-
HUe, 4eM COOOIIeCTBO VI OOIITHOCTD, He MOXKET
ObITE KpUTepueM OLIeHKM, TaK KaK COLIVOJIOTMS
He MOXeT YCTaHOBUTE, SIBJIeTCs JIv OoJIbliiee VI
MeHblIIIee TaBJIeHe 371oM v O61arom. Cama poisib
IIaBJIEHMSI B COLIMAJIBHOVI CBSI3HOCTV B COUYETAHWN
C ee MIHTEHCVBHOCTBIO VI O0BeMOM (UVCIIEHHOCTHIO
TPYIIIBI) M3MeHYMBa M 3aBUCUT OT KOHKPETHBIX
o0cTosTeIIBCTB. B TO ke BpeM: 1aBiieHVie 0OpaTHO
IIPOITOPIIMIOHAJIBHO CTEIIeHN CIIVSTHMS, KOTOPOE, B
CBOIO OUeperlb, OOBIYHO OOPATHO IIPOIOPIIMOHAIb-
HOo oObemy. CiemoBaTeslbHO, Ty POJIb, KOTOPYIO
Macchl, COOOIIeCTBa M OOMIHOCTYI WUIPAIOT B CO-
IIVaJTbBHOM PaBHOBECUY, ITpeJicKa3aTb HEeBO3MOX-
HO. Ho MOXHO ¢ yBepeHHOCTBIO yTBepXIaTh, UTO
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tribute, as we have already indicated, to the ac-
tualization of the latent communions inherent
in groups, where sociality as community, or
even as mass, normally predominates. For ex-
ample, a war causes in the midst of groups such
as the nation or the state a fusion so intense that
the element of communion begins to predom-
inate in them. Similarly, a revolution consists
of the rapid passage of masses discontented
with the regime into a veritable communion
amongst themselves, which releases an incom-
parably greater energy than the strength of re-
sistance of the community or of the mass of the
people who support the old order of things, etc.
It should be noted too that much less serious
events, such as a simple strike, a public cele-
bration, a day of national commemoration, may
lead to similar effects, but of shorter duration.

To summarize, each group may therefore,
in varying circumstances, at times intensify its
unity to the point of communion, at times relax
it to the point of mass, the intermediate form of
community being the most usual and constant
element of union.

The impossibility of locating mass, community,
and communion on a scale of value. — It is gen-
erally impossible to establish a scale among
the different forms of sociality, whether it be
from the sociological or ethical point of view.
This impossibility applies equally to the rela-
tions among the three degrees of intensity of
sociality by interpenetration and partial fusion:
mass, community, and communion. From the
sociological point of view, the statement that
mass exerts greater pressure than community
or communion can not serve as a criterion of
evaluation, for certainly it is not for sociology
to decide whether a greater or smaller pressure
is a good or an evil. The very role of pressure
in social cohesion, combined with that of in-
tensity and that of volume (extension), is en-
tirely variable and depends on the concrete
circumstances; since, at the same time, pres-
sure varies inversely with the intensity of fu-
sion, and the latter usually inversely with the



JIaTeHTHOe IIPVICYTCTBUE Tpex KOHKYPUPYIOIINX
dopM comyabHOCTM B KaXKIIOV TPYIIIle — pellla-
0NV PaKTOP VX HOABVKHOTO paBHOBeCHsL. B 00-
I[ecTBe KaK yCUJIeHNe, TaK ¥ OcJIa0JIeH e S1eMeH-
Ta OOIITHOCTM MOXeT YCKOPUTDH COIlMasIbHOe pas-
sutwe. J1. JleBu-bpronp® mokasas, 4To B apxand-
HBIX COODIIIeCTBaX, I7Ie IOMUHIPYeT IIepBOOBITHOE
MBIIIIIeHe, SKCTaTUIHAas OOIIHOCTD OCI1abiIseTcs
B IIOJIB3y cooOrrecTBa. V1 3TOT Iporiecc corpoBo-
Xnaercs audpdepeHImanyen cdep peIMruosHo-
T'O, Maryu4ecKoro, MOJINTIYeCKOro, IOPUINIeCcKOro
71 5KOHOMMYECKOTO, a TaKXXe aKTyasIn3alyeil Me-
KTPYIIIOBBIX Y MEXVUHIVIBUIYaIbHBIX «OTHOIIIe-
HWV C APYTUMI», KOTOPble HAYMHAIOT OrPaHNYV-
BaTh COLVIAJIBHOCTD YaCTUYHOTO CIIVSIHMAL. B Hate
BpeMs SKOHOMMYECKOe OOIIecTBO, Ifle JAOMUHMU-
PyeT 37IeMeHT MacCOBOCTV, VIMeeT TeHAEHIINIO K
MHTeHCUdUKAIMY CIJIOYeHHOCTM B paMKaX CO-
OOIIIeCTB, a MeXIyHapOogHOe OOIIecTBO B KOHIIE
XIX Beka u B HepBble TOABI II0CJIe MVPOBOVI BOVI-
HBI IIPOXOAVJIO ITyTh OT MacChl K COOOIIECTBY, [I0-
CTUTas B HEKOTOPble MOMEHTBI YPOBHS OOIITHOCTY
(Kak, HarImpuMep, IIpy HOANVCaHUN TakTa [bpua-
Ha —] Kestora* 06 oTkase oT BOVIHBEI).

C >Tuueckor TOUKM 3peHws], OIVparonerics
Ha I€HHOCTHBIe COOOpaKeHWs, HEBO3MOXHO CO-
30aTh IIIKajly, Ha KOTOpOV ObI Macchl, coolIIecTBa
7 OOIITHOCTY 3aHSUIV IIPUYNTAIOMIVECS VIM TI03V-
mvm. [Ipexxe Bcero, Bo Bcex Tpex CITydasix MMe-
€T MeCTO KOJUIEKTVIBHOe WHTYWUTVBHOE BOCIIPU-
STVe IIEHHOCTeV, KOTOpble MOIyT OBITh KaK IIO-
JIOKUTEJIBHBIMY, TaK M OTpUIIaTeIbHBIMI. ['pyTI-
I1a TAHICTEPOB MOXET CIUIOTUTHCS BOKPYT OTCTa-
VMBAHWS OTPULIATEIIBHBIX [IEHHOCTEV, a CeKTaHTBI
VIJIVI epeTVIKV MOTYT U4yBCTBOBATh COIIPUYACTHOCTD
IPYT APYTY, Beps B 1IeHHOCTh CBOVIX PUTYaJsIoB, KO-
TOpBbIe MOT'YT ITPV 3TOM OBbITh IIOPOYHBIMM U JIaXKe
IIpecTyIIHbIMI. B ciTyyae Hanbosiee mosioXmnTeIb-
HBIX 1IeHHOCTeVI, TaKMX KaK MeXX/TyHapOITHBIVI MVID
JIV JTIO0OBB K UeJIOBeUecTBY, KOJUIeKTMBHOe MHTY-
UTVIBHOE BOCITPUSATVIE HU3KOV THTEHCVBHOCTY MO-
JKeT BbIPaKaThCsl M BOIUIOMIATHCS B COIVAIbHOCTI
Macchl. bortee Toro, oOITHOCTH MOXKeT BO3HMKATD U
B OTHOITIEHW! BHEIITHVIX coObITHMI (0OIIero crpa-

147

G. Gurvitch, M. Y. Zagirnyak

volume, the respective roles of mass, commu-
nity, and communion in social equilibrium can
never be predetermined. All that can be said
here is that the latent presence in every group
of these three competing forms of sociality is
an essential factor of their mobile equilibrium.
The weakening as well as the strengthening of
the element of communion in a society may
both contribute to social development. Thus,
in archaic societies where primitive mentali-
ty predominates, as M. Levy-Bruhl®" so clearly
demonstrated, there is a weakening of ecstat-
ic communion in favor of community, accom-
panied by the differentiation of the religious,
magical, political, jural, economic spheres and
by the actualization of the inter-groupal and in-
ter-individual “relations with others” which be-
gin to limit sociality by partial fusion. On the
contrary, in our age, we can observe either the
tendency of an economic society (where the el-
ement of mass predominates today) to intensify
its unity in a community, or the tendency of in-
ternational society, at the end of the nineteenth
century and in the first years after the World
War, to pass from mass to community, or even
at certain moments to communion (as in the
Kellogg pact'* out-lawing war).

From the ethical viewpoint, which is based
on considerations of value, a scale of mass, com-
munity, and communion is equally impossible.
First of all, in each of these three kinds of union,
when collective intuitions of value are involved,
the latter may just as well be negative as posi-
tive. Thus a group of gangsters may commune
in a very intense fashion in respect to the neg-
ative values to which it aspires, or a group of
sectarians and heretics communing with great
intensity in the belief of the value of their rites
which may be perverse and even criminal. On
the contrary, in relation to the most positive val-
ues, such as international peace or love of hu-
manity, collective intuitions of a very weak
intensity may be manifested and realized in so-
ciality as mass. Furthermore, we may commune
in regard to external events (common fright,
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Xa, OIaCHOCTY ¥ T.JI.), @ Macca pOpMMpPOBaThHCS Ha
dyHIaMeHTe MOPaIBHOIO JI0JIra ¥ Jake ITOJIOXKVI-
TeJIBHBIX [IeHHOCTeV! (IIepe>KMBaH 10 ITIOBOTY KO-
TOPBIX OOBIYHO MMEIOT HU3KYIO MHTEHCYBHOCTB).
CrietoBaTesIbHO, HEOOXOAMMO pas3imdarh Mac-
CBI, cOO0I1IeCTBa 11 OOIIHOCTY, BO3AEPXKMBASICH IIPU
9TOM OT X OLIeHKM. B uacTHOCTM, BaXKHO 1130aBUTD
TEPMMH «Macca» OT HeraTVBHBIX KOHHOTALIVV 1 ITe-
pecTaTh BOCIIPVHMMATH TEPMUH «OOITHOCTE» KaK
omoOpuTentbHBIN. Pasirdame MeXy Maccovi, Cooo-
IIIECTBOM ¥ OOIITHOCTBIO MOXKET OBITh IIOITBEpXK-
JIEHO caMVIM HaJI9IyieM CYIMBOJIOB, VICTIOJIb3yeMBIX
11 X ODO3HaueHMs. [leVICTBUTENIBHO, 3TN TPU
CTEeIeHV YaCTUYHOIO CIIVISHYS, IMes HeCIMBOJIV-
UecKoe OCHOBaHMe, HAXOOST OTpakeHVe B MUpe
CYIMBOJIMTYECKOTO VI VICTIOJIB3YIOT CIMBOJIBI, YTOOBI
COXPaHWTBCA W YCWIIUTBCS. B oprairdeckom mose
ITpaBo Maccsl, ITpaso CooOriectsa m ITpaso OOt
HOCTV Pa3INyaloTCsl B 3HAYMTEIIBHOW CTEreH’.
Cxoxmm 00pa3oM B 3TIYECKOM I0JTe Macce OObId-
HO COOTBETCTBYET «II0JIT», COOOIIECTBY — «II€HHO-
CTV», @ OOIIHOCTN — «CcBODOOIa TBOpUecTBa»’. Tak-
JKe BO3MOKHO paccMaTpwvBaTh PeJIVITIO3HbBIE CUIM-
BOJIbI VI CIMBOJIBI 3HAHWSI C TOYKM 3PEHMS MX CO-
OTHOIIIEHVISI C TPeMs CTEIIeHSIM CIIVISTHS B «MBbD».
Maccsl, cooOrrrecTBa v OOIITHOCTY pa3/INyaroTCs He
TOJIBKO Ha YPOBHE COLVIAJTBHOVI TICVIXOJIOT VI VI MVI-
KPOCOIIVOJIOT Y, HO U B TOVI cpepe, KOTOPYIO MOX-
HO Ha3BaTb «COIIVIOJIOT VeV UeJIOBEUECKOTO Iy Xa».

XKopx I'ypbuu
Hobas wikosa coyuarvholx uccaedobanuil,
Huio-Uopx

KommeHnTapmun

I 1. T'ypBuu B rOmpl BBIHYXXAEHHOV SMUIPa-
v n3 Opanrum B CIIA (1940—1945) crpemmi-
s, 110 BepHOMY 3amedaHnio M. B. AuToHOBa, «pe-
VIHTepIIpeTUpOBaTh CBOV Uaeu 1 pabOThI 1J1s I1O0-
HVMaHW B paMKax JIPyToV HayYHOW KYJIBTY PhI»

8 Cp. c MOMMI pacCyKIeHVSAMI B «DJIeMeHTaX I0pUay-

ueckom cormororum», riasa Il (Gurvitch, 1940).

? Cp. ¢ MommMm paccyxueHnsmu B «TeopeTmdeckas Mo-
paIb 1 HayKa 0 MOopan. VIX BO3MOXHOCTV, VX yCIIOBVASI»
(Gurvitch, 1937, p. 159—-197).
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danger, etc.) and form a mass in regard to moral
duties and even to positive values (which are
experienced with slight intensity).

Let us conclude, therefore, that it is indis-
pensable in distinguishing mass, community,
and communion to eliminate from the distinc-
tion all implied evaluations; it is particular-
ly necessary to free the term “mass” from any
derogatory implications and the term “com-
munion” from any laudatory meaning. Fur-
thermore, it should be noted that the distinction
between mass, community, and communion
may be verified by the symbols that express
them. In fact, these three degrees of partial fu-
sion, while having a non-symbolic basis, are
reflected in the symbolic world and use sym-
bols to maintain and strengthen themselves.
Thus, in the jural field, the Law of the Mass,
the Law of the Community, and the Law of the
Communion are characterized by quite differ-
ent traits.® Similarly, in the field of ethics, “du-
ties” correspond usually to mass, “values” to
community, and “creative liberty” to commun-
ion.’ Religious symbols and symbols of knowl-
edge could be studied also in their functional
relation to the three degrees of the “we”. Thus
the distinction between mass, community, and
communion does not belong only to the fields
of social psychology and micro-sociology, but
also to the field which might be called “sociolo-
gy of the human spirit”.

Georges Gurvitch
The New School for Social Research, New York

Commentary

During his forced emigration from France
to the USA (1940 — 1945) Georgii D. Gurvitch,
as rightly noted by Mikhail V. Antonov (2013,
p. 67), sought to “reinterpret his ideas and
works in a way that would make them more

$ Cf. on this subject my Eléments de sociologie juridique,
1940, Chapter III.

 Cf. on this subject my book Morale théorique et science
des moeurs, 1937, pp. 159-197.



(AnToHOB, 2013, c. 67). brraronaps nognepxke Po-
cko ITaynma (1870—1964), kotopeit Hanmcai I'yp-
BUUY pPeKOMeHaTe/IbHOe IVCBMO I DJIBMHA
JIxoHcoHa (1874—1971), coocHOBaTeJIs 1 IIePBOro
IVIpeKTopa Hblo-MopKckort Hosort mikosibr corm-
aJIBHBIX VCCIIe[JOBaHMVI, OH MOJIyYWJI IIpUIJIallle-
Hye B CIIIA, B okts0pe 1940 1. mpmOpir B Hpto-
VIOpK M MPUCTYIIWIT K YTEHWIO JIEKIINT 110 bpaH-
mysckont conmonorum B Hosom mkoste. C Ilayn-
IIoM, TIpodpeccopoM IIpaBa M JIeKaHOM Iopuimye-
ckoro daxkyJisreTa IapBapackoro yHUBepcuUTeTa,
BUlLIe-Ipe3uIeHTOM MeXX1yHapogHOro MHCTUTY-
Ta dwiocodpum IIpaBa ¥ IIPaBOBOV COIIMOJIOIM,
['ypBru mo3HaKOMWICS, Belsl KOPPeCIIOHIeHIIVIO
KaK reHepaJIbHBIN cekpeTaps (¢ 1933 r.) aToro mu-
crutyTa (cM.: TaMm e, c. 67—68). [IBaniiaTh epso-
ro vonsg 1940 r. I'ypsud Hammcaa eMy IIMCBMO C
HpOCBGOT?I O COHEVICTBUM B IIOJIYYEHMM ITperoa-
Baresibckont paboTel B CIIIA (Tam xe, c. 197).

HoBasg 1mIkosia colmaIbHBIX —VCCIIeOBaHMUM
Obuta otkpsiTa B Hero-Vopke B 1919 1. m1 cy1riecTsy-
eT 10 cen feHb. TecHble cBa3u ¢ EBporiont oHa cTa-
J1a nopaepxuBaTh ¢ 1933 r.,, cTpemsch oKasaTh IO~
JIeP)KKY KoJjIjleraM eBPeVICKOTrO ITPOVICXOXKIeHMs,
HO[IBepraBIIMMCs ITIpecyiefIoBaHNAM ¥ yBOJIbHe-
HISAM B HarycTcko ['epmanny, a ¢ Havasiom Bro-
POVt MMPOBOVI BOVIHBI U B APyIuX cTpaHax EBpo-
IIbI, OKKYIIMPOBAaHHBIX I'epMaHCKVMM BOVICKAMM
(cm. monpobree: Rutkoff, 1986, p. 85—87). IBan-
LIaTh YeTBepTOro ampesd 1933 r. npesuaeHT MIKo-
bl JI)KOHCOH B CBOEM OTKPBITOM IIVICBMeE, IIpU-
3bIBaBlIeM K IIO[JIepXKKe eBPOIIeVICKMX YyUeHBIX,
cdopmysmpoBasl uaero YHuUBepcuTeTa B M3ITHa-
uym (University in Exile): «2To gowkHO ObITE crie-
JIlaHO He3aMeJINTeJIbHO. Mup ObICTpO Iiporijaer
rocsgraTesIbcTBa Ha aKaJeMindecKyro csobony. OH
ZlaBHO IIpocTiil MycconHmn. S HUMKOrga He IIpo-
mry ['mmiepa...» (Lyr. no: Ibid., p. 92).

IIpnexas B AMepuky, ['ypBud akTMBHO BKJIIO-
qwicd B HayuyHyo XusHb. B 1941 r. on mpumrs
ydactye B co3gaHmy CBOOOIHOV IIKOJIBI BBICIIIE-
ro obpasosanmst (Ecole Libre des Hautes Etudes)
B Heto-Vopke, B koTopori ¢ 1942 r. 1o npurarie-
HUIO ee oYeTHOro npesuaeHTa AHpu PocniioHa
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understandable within a different academ-
ic culture”. With the support of Roscoe Pound
(1870 — 1964), who wrote a letter of recom-
mendation to Alvin Johnson (1874 — 1971),
co-founder and first director of the New York
New School of Social Research, he got an invi-
tation to the USA. He arrived in New York in
October of 1940 and began lecturing on French
sociology at the New School. Gurvitch became
acquainted with Pound, professor of law and
dean of the law department at Harvard Univer-
sity, Vice President of the International Institute
of the Philosophy of Law and Sociology of Law,
while conducting correspondence as secretary
general of the Institute (since 1933) (cf. Antonov,
2013, pp. 67-68). Gurvitch wrote him a letter on
21 July 1940 seeking help in obtaining a teach-
ing position in the USA (ibid., p. 197).

The New School for Social Research, opened
in New York in 1919, exists to this day. It main-
tained close relations with Europe since 1933,
seeking to support Jewish colleagues who
were persecuted and dismissed from their jobs
in Nazi Germany and, with the start of World
War I, in other European countries occupied
by German troops (for more detail see Rutkoff,
1986, pp. 85-87). On 24 April 1933 the School’s
President, Johnson, wrote an open letter calling
for support of European scientists, in which he
formulated the idea of University in Exile: “It
must be done promptly. The world is quick to
forgive invasions of academic liberty. It long
ago forgave Mussolini. I shall never forgive
Hitler...” (quoted from ibid., p. 92).

Upon arrival in America Gurvitch became
actively involved in academic life. In 1941 he
took part in founding the Free School of High-
er Education (Ecole Libre des Hautes Etudes) in
New York where he was head of the French In-
stitute of Sociology (L’Institut francais de socio-
logie) since 1942 at the invitation of the School’s
honorary president Henri Focillon (1881 —1943)
(see Cramer, 1986, p. 375).
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(1881—1943) pyxosommi PpaHITy3CKUM MHCTUTY-
ToM cortmoriorum (cm.: Cramer, 1986, p. 375).

ITy6nukyemas crates (Gurvitch, 1941a) maTe-
pecHa IIpeXxie Bcero TeM, 4to B Heut ['ypsBudy pac-
KpbIBaeT Ba’KHEWIINM 3JIeMeHT COOCTBeHHOrO
yUYeHMsI O MUKPOCOLIVIONIOT MY — KPUTePUM OIlpe-
TleJIeHVsl COLMabesTbHOCTY (MHTEHCVBHOCTD CIIVIS-
HVSL MHAVBUAYAJIBHBIX CO3HAHWI W CUITy OOIie-
CTBEHHOIO JIaBJIeHNS), HO BMECTO TepMMHA «CO-
1I1a0eTbHOCTE» VICTIONTBb3yeT TePMWUH «COIalb-
HOCTb». Ecimm mmpoBecTt cpaBHeHVE SKCIIO3MIINV
3TOVI CTAThU C TIOPSIIKOM M3JIOKEHNS apryMEHTOB
B OoJiee paHHeV, PpaHKOA3BIUHON cTaThe «OuepK
IUTIOPAJIVCTUYeCKOV KjlaccudmKammm popM co-
maberpHOCTI» (Gurvitch, 1938a), To MOXXHO BBIS-
BUTB COBIIaJIEHVIE B TI0CJIeIOBATEIIBHOCTY OOOCHO-
BaHMS KpuTepues corya(0e)JIbHOCTM, B COOTBET-
CTBUM C KOTOpbIMU ['ypBIIY OIMHAKOBO pa3iida-
eT Maccy, cooOrmiecTBo 1 obmHocTh. CoxpaHeHVe
TIOCIIeIOBATeIBHOCTYI AT yMEHTOB II03BOJISET CIie-
JIaTh BBIBOJ, O COBITAZIEHWN ITOHSTU «Colyabern-
HOCTB» M «COIMAJIBHOCTh» ¥ B3aIMO3aMeHsIEMO-
CTM ODO3HAYAIOIIMX X TEPMMHOB B TBOpUYECTBE
I'ypBrua dpaHITy3CcKOro 1 aMeprKaHCKOro Iepu-
ofoB. TepMMH «cOLMAIBHOCTE» WCIIOIB30BAJICS
['ypBudem, BepoSTHO, Kak OoJIee IIPVIBBIYHBIV 1
MOJIOZOVI aMePUKaHCKOV COIVIOJIOT AL

[71s1 HacTosIIero mepeBofia CTaTbyl ObUIN BBI-
OpaHbl HanboJlee TOUHBIE PyCCKIe SKBUBAJIEHTHI
1719 TepMUHOB l'ypBuda, BbIHECEHHBIX B HasBa-
HVIe CTaTBV: OHM He cofep)KaT JOIIOJTHMUTEIbHBIX
3HAYEeHWVI 11 He IIPVBOISAT K YCIOKHEHWIO ITOHVI-
MaHMs MbICJIV aBTopa. [loHgaTms «macca» (mass),
«obmMHa» (community), «BceeIMHCTBO» (com-
munion), KoTopble Mcrosb3yeT M. B. AHTOHOB B
cBOeM IlepeBofie ¢ PpaHITy3CKOro s3bIKa PaOOThI
I'ypsuua «Coumonornsa mnpasa» (I'ypsua, 2004;
cp.: Gurvitch, 1942) n B Mmonorpacdumn o I'ypsuye
(ArTOHOB, 2013, c. 303—308), ABIISAIOTCS He BIIOJI-
He KOPPeKTHBIMM TI0 IIPUYVHE HEeOITPaBIaHHOIO
aKIeHTVPOBaHWS BHVMAHVS Ha KOHIIENITaX pyc-
CKOVI pestnrmo3Hon dpustocodpnn B yaeHmm I'ypsu-
4a, IIpexxe Bcero Ha poinu yueHus: B. C. Cososbe-
Ba 0 BceenmHCTBe. HecomrernHO, CortoBREB OKa3all
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The published article (Gurvitch, 1941a) is
chiefly interesting because it explains the key
element of his teaching on microsociology,
namely the criteria of determining sociabili-
ty (intensity of the fusion of individual minds
and the force of public pressure) but uses the
term “sociality” instead of “sociability”. If we
compare the exposition in this article with the
order in which arguments are presented in an
earlier French-language article “Essay on Plu-
ralistic Classification of Forms of Sociabili-
ty” (Gurvitch, 1938a), we find a coincidence
in the sequence of criteria of socia(bi)lity in
accordance with which Gurvitch draws simi-
lar distinctions between mass, community and
communion. The preservation of the same se-
quence of arguments warrants the conclusion
that the terms “sociability” and “sociality” are
identical and interchangeable in Gurvitch’s
works of the French and American periods.
Gurvitch probably chose the term “sociality”
because the nascent American sociology was
more used to it.

For the purpose of this article the most ac-
curate Russian translations of Gurvitch’s terms
have been chosen which appear in the title of
the article: they do not carry additional conno-
tations and do not complicate the author’s idea.
The concepts of massa (mass), obshchina (com-
munity) and wvseedinstvo (communion) which
Antonov uses in his translation from the French
of Gurvitch’s work Sociology of Law (Gurvitch,
2004; cf. Gurvitch, 1942) and in his monograph
on Gurvitch (Antonov, 2013, pp. 303-308), are
not entirely correct because they unduly stress
the concepts of Russian religious philosophy
in Gurvitch’s teaching, above all the influence
of Vladimir Solovyov’s doctrine of vseedinstvo.
There is no doubt that Solovyov had influenced
the shaping of Gurvitch’s views, as witnessed
by his concept of vole-zreniye (“will-vision”),
used in his treatment of sobornost” in the ar-



BIVsIHVE Ha dopMupoBaHMe B3ryanos ['ypsuda,
0 YeM CBUJIETeJIbCTBYeT HOHsATIe Bo.e-3peHie, Vic-
rosp30BaHHOe ['ypBryeM B TpaKTOBKe CODOpPHO-
CTU B CTaThbe, KOTOpas OIyOJIMKOBaHHOV B Xyp-
Haste «CoBpemeHHble 3anucki» (['ypsuu, 1926;
cM.: 3armpHsik, 2022). AHTOHOB Tos1araeT, uTo ['yp-
BUY BO (DPaHILy3CKUII 1 aMepVKaHCKUT [IepUOJIbI
HponoKail onvparbes Ha naen CorobeBa (An-
tonov, 2016, p. 505—506), c yem, ogHAKO, TPYIHO
COTJIACUTBCHL.

Hpyroit BapuaHT IlepeBofa TeX >ke IIOHATUII
npemioxmwin V. A. Tonocenko n P.E. l'eprusios:
«Macca» (mass), «obImMHa» (community) 1 «KoM-
MyHa» (communion) (I'osocenxo, I'epruios, 2000,
c. 22). Vicrionp3oBaHye TepMUHa «KOMMYHa» He-
130€XXHO MOPOXIAeT Y unTaTesls HeBepHoe IIpefl-
cTaBsieHe, OyaTo coryornorus rpasa I'ypsuda css-
3aHa C COIMAJIBHO-TIOJIUTUYECKVIMI yYeHUAMY, B
KOTOPBIX 3TO CJIOBO VIMeeT ITOIVTIYECKIIT CMBICIL.
«Macca», «coo0IIecTBO» 1 «OOIITHOCTE» IIPEICTaB-
JIAIOTCSL Hamboslee afleKBaTHBIMM IS Ilepefadn
MOHATUM Mass, community 1 communion, I0To-
MY YTO ITO3BOJISIOT Pa3/IMIUTh Ka4eCTBO COITalb-
HOTO e[IVIHeHWs, HO IIpU 3TOM M30eXaTb Heobo-
CHOBaHHBIX KOHHOTAIIUTL.

" I'toctas JIeboH (1841—1931) B pabote «IIcvixo-
sorvsg Mace» (1895) passut upen I. Tapna o mogpa-
xa#Hym (I'imitation) kak ocHOBe BO3HVMKHOBEHNS U
pasBuTHIs coyMa. B sTovt paboTe oH Ha camMoM
Jiesie TIOCTOSTHHO B3ayIMO3aMeHseT TIOHS TS MacChl
u Tonmsl. Cm., HartpuMep: «Harorreon mmpekpacHO
IIOCTUT IICVIXOJIOI IO Macc TOVI CTpaHbl, B KOTOPO¥I
1IapCTBOBaJI, HO 3a4acTYIO BbIKa3bIBaJl IIOJIHOE He-
IIOHVIMaHUe TICVIXOJIOT MV TOJIIIBI APYTVIX HapOIOB
u pac» (Jlebow, 2016, c. 156).

¥ Maxkc Illenep (1874—1928) BbimesnsieT yeThl-
pe CYILIHOCTHBIX Pa3HOBUIHOCTM COLMAIbHOIO
equHCTBa: 1) Macca; 2) oOr11ecTBO; 3) XX1M3HEHHOE CO-
00I11eCTBO; 4) «CaMOCTOsITeIIbHAS, yXOBHasI 11 VH-
OVBUAYyasIbHAsl COBOKYITHAsSl JIMYHOCTB» (Scheler,
1916, S. 555). Macca, nim cTajio, BO3HUKAeT B pe-
3yJIbTaTe «3apa’keHMus», KOTopoe, 1o MHeHIO I1le-
Jjlepa, HeIIpom3BOJIbHO: «Iakoe colyasbHOe enynH-
CTBO KOHCTUTyUpYyeTcs (OHOBpeMeHHO) B, TakK
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ticles published in Sovremennye zapiski (Gur-
vitch, 1926; see Zagirnyak, 2022). Antonov’s
claim that Gurvitch adheres to Solovyov’s ideas
even in the French and American periods of his
work (Antonov, 2016, pp. 505-506), is hardly a
tenable position. Another variant of the trans-
lation of the same concepts has been proposed
by Igor A. Golosenko and Rostislav E. Gergilov
(2000, p. 22): massa (mass), obshchina (communi-
ty) and communa (communion). The term “com-
mune” misleads the reader into thinking that
Gurvitch’s sociology is somehow connected
with the socio-political doctrines in which the
word carries a political connotation. I believe
that massa, soobshchestvo and obshnost’” are the
most accurate translations of the terms mass,
community and communion because they dis-
tinguish the character of social fusion while
avoiding ungrounded connotations.

" Gustav Le Bon (1841 —1931) in his work
The Psychology of Masses developed the ideas
of Gabriel Tarde about “imitation” (I'imita-
tion) being the basis of the emergence and de-
velopment of society. Indeed, in this work he
uses the concepts of mass and crowd inter-
changeably. Cf. the following: “Napoleon had
a marvellous insight into the psychology of the
masses of the country over which he reigned,
but he, at times, completely misunderstood the
psychology of crowds belonging to other races”
(Le Bon, 1895, p. XXI).

» Max Scheler (1874—1928) distinguishes
four essential varieties of social unity: 1) mass;
2) society; 3) life community 4) “an independ-
ent, spiritual, and individual collective person”
(Scheler, 1973, p. 533). The mass, or herd, aris-
es as a result of “contagion” which he believes
to be involuntary: “A social unit is constituted
(simultaneously) in so-called contagion devoid
of understanding, and involuntary imitation.
Such a unit of animals is called the herd, of men,
the mass. With respect to its members, the mass
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CKa3arTb, 3apakeHM, CBOOOITHOM OT ITOHVMAHAS,
VI HEIIPOM3BOJILHOM TIofTpakaHuy. OHO IIpVMeH-
TEJIPHO K )KVMBOTHBIM Has3bIBA€TCS C11a0oM, a IIpU-
MEHUTEeJILHO K JIFoasM — maccoi. Ho v Macca 1o
OTHOIIIEHVIO K CBOMM YIeHaM o0J1aaeT coOCTBEeH-
HOVI PeaJTbHOCTBIO ¥ COOCTBEHHOVI 3aKOHOMEPHO-
cTrio BoszlevicTBus» (Ibid., S. 547).

¥ Pobept Maxkusep (1882—1970) cuvrtas oOrrre-
CTBO aOCTPaKTHBIM IIOHSATVEM IIJIsi OOO3HAUeHMs
ccpepbl B3aMMOOEVICTBMI WMHOMBMIOB. B KHwMre
«Co00I11eCcTBO: COIMOIIONTYECKOe VCCIIeIOBAHVIE
MaxwuBep pasindaeT ecTeCTBEHHOe COOOIIeCTBO
VI ICKYCCTBEHHO CO3[JaHHYIO acCOLMAlMIO: «...CO-
OOITIIeCTBO — 3TO CPeIoTOYVE COIMAJIBHON K3~
HV, COBMeCTHasl XX13Hb COLIMaIbHBIX CYIIeCTB, ac-
COIMAITMST — 9TO OpraHM3aIVS COIVATBHOV JKIM3-
HI, OIlpefieJIeHHO CO3[JaHHas IJIs IIpecileioBa-
HUS OJTHOTO MJIVI HECKOJIBKMIX OOIIIVIX MIHTepeCcoB»
(Maciver, 1917, p. 24). JIromyt co3garoT accolmariym
nyig 3ammTel coobmiects (Ibid., p. 107). Cienyer
OTMETUTh, YTO MaKuBep yKa3bIBaeT Ha CXOICTBO
CBOVIX B3DVISIIOB ¢ vmesamu D. TéHHmca.

¥ Pepnuuann Ténnmc (1855—1936) B kxHUTE
«O6r1HOCTE 1 00mIecTBO» (1887) moKasbIBaeT, 4TO
CoIMajIbHble OTHOIIEHMS IIPOVCTEKAIOT M3 BOJIN
JesioBeKa, M pasjIndaeT eCTeCTBEHHYIO ¥ paccy-
JIOYHYIO BOJIIO, KOTOpble COOTBETCTBEHHO op-
MupytoT obrrHocTe (Gemeinschaft) n oOrecTso
(Gesellschaft). «YermoBeueckrie BOJIV COCTOSIT B MHO-
rooOpasHBIX OTHOMIEHUSX APYT K HOPYTY... <...>
...TpyIlla, BOCIpVHMMaeMasl KaK CYIIeCTBO WJIU
BEIllb, JEVICTBVSI KOTOPOVI €OVHBI B CBOEVI BHY TPEH-
HeV1 VI BHEIITHeV! HaITpaBJIeHHOCTV, Ha3bIBaeTCs chi-
3v10 [Verbindung]. Camo sTo oTHOIIIeHME, 11 TEM ca-
MBIM CBI3b, [IOHVIMAETCs JIM00 KaK peasibHas 1 Op-
raHn4ecKasi XM3Hb — B 3TOM COCTOUT CYTb 00UjHO-
cmu [Gemeinschaft], — mmbo Kak mmeasTbHOE 1 Me-
xaHU4eckoe oOpa3oBaHMe — TaKOBO IIOHSATME 00-
wecmba [Gesellschaft]» (Ténnmc, 2002, c. 9—10).

> Tepoept Biaymep (1900—1987), amepukan-
CKWUVI COIIMOJIOL, OVH M3 OCHOBaTesleVl HaIlpaB-
JIeHVsl B COLMOJIOTMY, TOJIyYMBIIIErOo HasBaHMe
«CYIMBOJIMYECKUV VHTEPAKIIVIOHM3M», ¥ aBTOP
3TOrO TePMIMHa, OTTAJIKMBAJICS, IO COOCTBEHHOMY
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possesses a reality of its own and has its own
laws of effectiveness” (ibid., p. 526).

¥ Robert Morrison Maclver (1882—1970)
considered society to be an abstract notion de-
noting the sphere in which individuals inter-
act. In his book, Community: a Sociological Study,
Maclver distinguishes a natural community
from an artificially created association: “[...]
community is a focus of social life, the common
living of social beings, an association is an or-
ganisation of social life, definitely established
for the pursuit of one or more common inter-
ests” (Maclver, 1917, p. 24). People create asso-
ciations to protect communities (ibid., p. 107).
It has to be noted that Maclver considers his
views to be similar to those of F. Tonnies.

* Ferdinand Tonnies (1855—1936) in his
book Community and Society (1887) shows that
social relations arise from the human being’s
will, distinguishing natural and mental will
which form respective communities: “The
wills of human beings interact in many differ-
ent ways [...]. The social group brought into
existence [...], envisaged as functioning both
inwardly and outwardly as a unified living en-
tity, is known by some collective term such as
a union, fraternity or association. The relation-
ship itself, and the social bond that stems from
it, may be conceived either as having real or-
ganic life, and that is the essence of Communi-
ty [Gemeinschaft]; or else as a purely mechanical
construction, existing in the mind, and that is
what we think of as Society [Gesellschaft]” (Ton-
nies, 2001, pp. 17-18).

> Herbert Blumer (1900—1987), American
sociologist, one of the founders of the “sym-
bolic interactionism” theory in sociology and
the author of this term. By his own admission,
he started from the ideas of George H. Mead
(Blumer, 1969, p. 1; see note 8*). From his point
of view, people in the process of interactions
determine the meaning of the objects they oper-
ate with, and this meaning acquires a symbolic



npvsHaHMIoO, OT muen [Ix. Muma (Blumer, 1969,
p- 1, cm. mpumed. 8%). C ero Toukm 3peHms, OO
B IIpoliecce B3aMMOJIEVICTBUT OIIpe/iesIdioT 3Haue-
Hle 00BEKTOB, KOTOPBIMVI OIIEPVIPYIOT, VI 3TO 3Ha-
yeHMe MproOpeTaeT CUMBOJIVNYECKUI XapaKTep
(Ibid, p. 4—5). I'pymimioBast XXM3HB JIIOMIEN C TOUKM
3peHusl CUMBOJIMYECKOTO MHTepaKIMOHM3Ma —
3TO OOHIMPHBIN ITPOLIecC, B KOTOPOM JIIOIM ¢op-
MUPYIOT, IOOJEPXMBAIOT U TPaHCPOPMUPYIOT
OOBEeKTBI CBOEr0 MUpa, IpujaBas MM 3HaueHVe
(Ibid., p. 12).

¢ Peub mIeT IIpeXXze BCEro O BBIITYIIEHHON B
1927 r. xaure «bbITHe U1 BpeMsi».

” Das Man — mionsgTue dpvtocodpum Xarier-
repa, B KOTOPOM OH ITOKa3aJl BKJIIOYeHHOCTb YeJIo-
BeKa B COITMaIbHBIe IIPOIIeCcChl 1 OIpeie/IeHHOCTh
M «PelaroniyM SIBIIsieTCsl He3aMeTHOe, IIpU-
CYTCTBMEM KaK COOBITMEeM HeB3Hauall yxXe IIpu-
HaTOe rocroacTBo Apyrux. Kro yroguo (Man)
caM IIPMHAJIEXUT K APYIVM ¥ YIIPOYMBaeT MX
Bi1acTh. “[Ipyrue”, KOTOpBIX Ha3bIBAIOT TaK, UTO-
OBbI CKPBITH CBOIO CyITHOCTHYIO IIPVHAIJIEXKHOCTD
K HIVIM, CYTb T€, KTO B IIOBCEZTHEBHOM OBITVV C APYT
C IIPyTOM IIpeXk[ie BCero ¥ Jallle BCero “TyT ecTw’.
“KT0” — He 3TOT 1 He TOT, He HEKTO caM U He He-
KOTOpBIe U He cyMMa Bcex. “Kro” cpemuero pora,
oHU... <...> DTO OBITHe-C-APYIVMU IOJIHOCTHIO
pacTBopsieT coOCTBEHHOe IIPVCYTCTBIE B CIIocobe
ObITVs “mpyrux”, a UMEHHO TaK, YTO APYIVie B UX
Pa3IMYUTEIBHOCTY U BBIPa’keHHOCT ellle 00JIb-
1ie mcye3aroT» (Heidegger, 1967, S. 126; cp.: Xarie-
rrep, 2013, c. 126).

¥ M>xopmx T'epbept Mup (1863—1931) — ame-
PpUKaHCKM prtocod M COLMOIIOT, co3/1aTerTb Teo-
PV COLIMAIBHOTO OVXeBMOpY3Ma, COIJIAaCHO KOTO-
POV TOBeJIeHVIe YeJloBeKa BKJIIoUaeT B ce0si MHOXe-
CTBO CVMIMBOJIOB, ITepedalomyX MHAPOPMAIINIO, YTO
IIO3BOJISIET €My y4acTBOBaTh B COLVIAJIBHBIX ITPaK-
tnkax (Mead, 1934, p. 69), B3aumomeVicTBOBaTh C
OPYTMMM JIIOOBMU M (POPMMPOBATE OOIIECTBO
(Ibid., p. 78). DnacBopt P3apwmc (1874—1953) — aH-
TPOIIOJIOT, COIVIOJION, TIeflaror, IpeACcTaBuUTeb Yn-
Karckov mkosel B acce «[Ipupona uenosedeckort
HaTyPbl» OH IIPECTaBVII CBOV B3IJIS/IbI Ha BOSHVIK-
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character (ibid, pp. 4-5). Human group life, from
the perspective of symbolic interactionism, is a
vast process in which people shape, maintain,
and transform the objects of their world by giv-
ing them meaning (ibid., p. 12).

¢ The reference is above all to the 1927 book
Being and Time.

7 Mr. Everybody is evidently an attempt to
translate the concept das Man which is used by
Heidegger to show that man is involved in and
determined by the social processes: “What is
decisive is just that inconspicuous domination
by Others which has already taken over un-
awares from Dasein as Being-with. One belongs
to Others oneself and enhances their power.
‘The Others” whom one thus designates in or-
der to cover up the fact of one’s belonging to
them essentially oneself, are those who proxi-
mally and for the most part “are there’ in every-
day Being-with-one-another. The ‘who” is not
this one, not that one, not oneself [man selbst],
not some people [einige] and not the sum of
them all. The “who’ is the neuter, the “they’ [das
Man] [...] This Being-with-one-another dis-
solves one’s own Dasein completely into the
kind of Being of ‘the Others’, in such a way, in-
deed, that the Others, as distinguishable and
explicit, vanish more and more (Heidegger,
1962, p. 164).

8 George Herbert Mead (1863—1931),
American philosopher and sociologist, author
of the theory of social behaviourism which
holds that human behaviour includes a multi-
tude of symbols that convey information, thus
enabling people to take part in social practices
(Mead, 1962, p. 69), interact with other people
and form society (ibid., p. 78). Ellsworth Faris
(1874 —1953), anthropologist, sociologist, teach-
er, representative of the Chicago school. In his
essay The Nature of Human Nature he set out his
views on the origin of culture and society, de-
veloping the ideas of Mead. He criticised Her-
bert Spencer and Sigmund Freud’s approach
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HOBeHUe KYJIBTYPbI ¥ OOIeCTBa, Pa3BuB B3IJISIbI
k. I. Mupa. ®apuc KpuTHuKoBasl Ioaxonbl Iep-
6epra Criencepa 11 3urmyHza dperiia K M3y YeHUIO
«ITepPBOOBITHOTO YeJI0BEKa» V1 IIPEJJIOKIIT TEPMIH
«IorpaMOTHBIV uestoBek» (Faris, 1937, p. 252—253).
Hoxyanyc ®marr bpayn (1902—1970) — amepu-
KaHCKMI TICMIXOJIOT W IICUIXOTepareBT. B KHwure
«[Icvxonorvsg v coyabHBIN TIOPAIOK: BeneHne
B VICCIIeZIOBaHMe COLIVAIIBHBIX IOJIeV» PasBul Teo-
puto niorst Kypra Jlesnaa (1890—1947). CoryacHO
3TOVI TeOpUY, MoJjIe — 3TO cdpepa B3arMOJIEVICTBIIS
VIHAVBUIIA ¥ BHEIIIHeVI CpefIbl; TPV HapylleHu! B
I10JIe TApMOHMM MeX]Ty 4YeJIOBEKOM VI CpefIoVl Je-
JIOBEK CTpeMUTC BepHYTh ee. JIuHOCTHOe pasBu-
TVie CBSA3aHO C YCJIOKHEeHVIeM CHCTeMBbI B3aMoIel-
CTBUV VMHIOVMBUIOB, CO3aHVIeM U pa3BUTHEM Vie-
papXm4ecKkoy CTPYKTYpbl, KOTOpasi IO/DKHa CIIO-
coOcTBOBaTh BOCCTAHOBJIEHMIO PaBHOBECHS IIOJIS
(Brown, 1936, p. 44). Teopmop JIntT (1880—1962) —
HeMeLIKMTI IIefIaror, IpefcTaBuTesb driocodpnmn
JKM3HM, OOVH 13 OCHOBOIIOJIOKHVKOB «I1earori-
KU KyJIBTYpPbl», aKTMBHO IIPVIMEHSBIINI AMaJieK-
TUYeCKUV MeTOf, 1JIs TOJIKOBaHMs COLMyMa Kak
AVaJIeKTYeCKOro B3aVIMOEVICTBUSA VHIOWBUOA U
o0I11ecTBa, X B3aIMHOTO OIIperie/IeH s 1 00yCII0B-
JIVBaHMS, UYTO TIOPOXKIIAeT MCTOPUIO KaK MCTOPUIO
KyieTypel (cM.: Litt, 1926). Dmuae [dropkrevim
(1858—1917) — ocHoBaTeIb (PpaHITy3CKOM IIIKO-
JIbI COLIVIOJIOT MV, TIpVAIePKVBaJICS XOJIM3Ma B TpaK-
TOBKE COLIMyMa, paccMaTpuBas COLIMYM KaK MHO-
JKeCTBO COIIMaJIbHBIX (PAaKTOB, a COLIMAJIBHBIN (PaKT
KakK He pemyLpyeMbIV K JeVICTBMSIM VHIVIBUIOB
VI He 3aBVICVIMBIVI OT HVX, HO OITPeesIAIOIINIIT yC-
JIOBUS COITMAJIBHBIX TIPaKTUK MHAVBUAOB (Iropk-
reviM, 1996, c. 75). Mapcess Mocc (1872—1950) —
(bpaHuy:«sCKm?I STHOJIOT M COIMOJIOT, PAa3BMBABIIIVIN
ugen JllopkreviMa, BBeJl IOHATVE TOTaJIbBHOCTM
U1 XapaKTepUCTVKI COIMAJIbHOrO eaMHCcTBa. To-
TaJIbHBIVI COLIMaJIBHBIN PaKT — 3TO IIOHSATHE, KO-
TOpOe IIO3BOJIAeT paccMaTpuBaTh VHAVBUIIOB U
KOJIJIeKTVBHBIEe 0Opa3oBaHMs KaK B3aVIMOIEVICTBY-
IOIIMe CTOPOHBI COLMAIbHBIX (peHOMeHOB (Mauss,
1990, p. 79—80). Mopuc Xans6Bakc (ApOBaKc)
(1877—1945) — mpencraBuTesIb PPaHILy3CKOVI CO-
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to the study of “the primitive man”, proposing
the term “preliterate man” (Faris, 1937, pp. 252-
253). Junius Flagg Brown (1902 —-1970), Amer-
ican psychologist and psychotherapist. In his
book Psychology and Social Order: Introduction to
the Study of Social Fields developed the field the-
ory of Kurt Levin (1890 —1947). According to
that theory, the field is the sphere of interaction
between the individual and the environment;
when harmony between the human being and
the environment is upset the human being
seeks to restore it. Personality development
involves growing complexity of the system of
interaction between individuals, the creation
and development of a hierarchic structure,
called upon to restore the balance of the field
(Brown, 1936, p. 44). Theodor Litt (1880—1962),
German pedagogue, representative of the phi-
losophy of life, one of the founders of the “ped-
agogy of culture,” who extensively used the
dialectical method in interpreting society as di-
alectical interaction between the individual and
society, their mutual determination and condi-
tioning, which generates history as the histo-
ry of culture (see: Litt, 1926). Emil Durkheim
(1858 —1917), founder of the French school of
sociology, adhered to holism in interpreting
society, considering society to be a plurality of
social facts, the social fact not being reducible
to the acts of individuals and not depending
on them, but determining the social practices
of individuals (Durkheim, 2013, p. 54). Marcel
Mauss (1872—1950), French ethnologist and
sociologist who developed Durkheim’s ideas,
introducing the notion of totality to character-
ise social unity. The total social fact is a con-
cept that considers individuals and collective
entities to be interacting aspects of social phe-
nomena (Mauss, 1990, pp. 79-80). Maurice
Halbwachs (1877 —1945), representative of the
sociology of Durkheim (France), showed the in-
terpenetration of the social and psychological
aspects of memory and the mutual determina-



LIMOJIOI MTYECKOW IITKOJIbL ll}OpKreVLMa, obocHOBaII
B3aVIMOIIPOHMKHOBEHVIE COLIMAIBHBIX M IICVIXOJIO-
TMYECKVIX aCTIEKTOB ITaMSITH, a TaK)kKe B3aMOOoIIpe-
IieJIeHVie VI B3aIMHYI0 OOYCJIOBJIEHHOCTD VIHZIVIBY-
IyaJIbHOTO VI COLMAJIBHOTO B IIPOIIecce pa3BUTVS
oOriectBa. CorylacHO ero y4eHVIO, MHOXKeCTBO MH-
IOVIBUIOB B3aVIMOJIEVICTBYIOT B cpepe, BHEIIIHeV! 10
OTHOIIIEHVIO K VIX CO3HAHMSIM, HO OXBaThIBAOIIIEN!
nx B ucropum (Halbwachs, 1980, p. 54, 56 —57).

" Jleononibp, ¢poH Buse (1876—1969) — mpen-
cTaBUTE b (POPMaTBHOVI COITMOIIOI MV, PacCMaTpPy-
BaJI COIVaIbHbIe (PeHOMEHBI C TTO3UIIMV COLIVIONO-
IMYeCcKOro HOMMHAJIM3Ma: OH OTHOCWII MX K ¢peHo-
MeHy «corasibHoro» (Das Soziale), koTopoe mper-
cTaBjIsgeT cobomt cdpepy B3aMMOIEVICTBUI MeXIy
yd4acTHMKaMV oOIecTBa. Bii3e BeigeriseT Tpu Bra
COLMaIBHBIX OOpa3oBaHMII — MacChl, TPYIIIEL
kopropanuu (Korperschaften), xoropele pasim-
YaeT TI0 CTeIeHV BOBJIEYeHHOCTVI OT/IeIBbHBIX JIIO-
ZleVl B KOJUIEKTVBHOe oOpasoBaHIe: B Macce IIpe-
o0JIafaloT MHAMBWU/IyaIbHBIE VHTEPECH], B TPYIl-
T1ax IPOSIBJISETCS CIUIOUEHHOCTDh, KOTOpask MOXeT
IpuBeCcTV K (POPMMPOBAHMIO MHCTUTYTOB U Opra-
HM3aIIN, B KOPHOpaImm — KOJUIEKTVBHBIE (peHO-
MeHBbI corratbHON Xxn3HU (Wiese, 1956, S. 26 —27).
['ypBra ormeuast sHadeHMe ment Buse B passuTnimn
Mukpocormororum (cm.: Gurvitch, 1951, S. 13—14).

1" Teomop Tenrep (1891—1952) — onuu 13 oc-
HOBaTeJIel KOHIIeIILIMM COIIMaIbHOM CTpaTV[cpM-
Karmy, cxoxmm ¢ @. Térrmcom obpasom obocHO-
BBIBaJI IIPVHIIVIIBI COLIVIAJIBHOTO (POPMUPOBAHNIS,
VICTIONIB3Yysl TOHATMS OOIIHOCTM U oOIecTBa: «B
dopme rpymmsl Mbl HabJIIofaeM iBa CyIlleCTBeH-
HBIX, KOHCTUTYMPYIOIIVX T'PYIIIOBBIX ITPVHIIV-
11a: OOIIIHOCTE M OOIIeCTBO, CBSA3b B OBITIM U CBIA3b
uepes nopsAnok» (Geiger, 1926, S. 69). On packpu-
TUKOBaJI Ttoxxor, JleboHa 3a HecrrocoOHOCTE 00B-
SICHUTD TIOBeJIeHIe MacChl, KOITla COCTaBJISIOIIe
ee JIIOIIVI COBEPIIIal0T COBMECTHBIE IEVICTBIS, KOTO-
pBle He TI0CcMeIT ObI COBEPIINTD KaXKIbIV OTHEIThb-
HBIVI MHAWBYY, BHe Macchl (Ibid., S. 66), 1 mipenyia-
rajI CYMUTaTh MacCy CBOVICTBOM COIIVAJIBHOTO O0Bb-
eIVIHeHNs], IIPVUCYIIVM IIOCJIeTHEMY Ha JIFOOOM
yposHe (Ibid, S. 182). Ietirep He BBIBOAMII OBITHE
COITMa/IbHBIX o6pasoBaan71 M3 OTHOIIIEHWI VHJIV-
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tion and mutual conditioning of the individu-
al and the social in the development of society.
According to his teaching, individuals interact
in the sphere that is external to their minds, but
embraces them in history (Halbwachs, 1980,
pp. 54, 56-57).

" Leopold von Wiese (1876—1969), a rep-
resentative of formal sociology, studied social
phenomena from the position of sociological
nominalism: he referred them to “the social”
(Das Soziale), which is the sphere of interactions
between members of society. Wiese identifies
three types of social entities: masses, groups
and corporations (Kdrperschaften), which differ
in the degree of involvement of individuals in
a collective entity: in the mass, individual in-
terests prevail, groups exhibit cohesion which
may lead to the formation of institutions and
organisations, and corporations manifest col-
lective phenomena of social life (Wiese, 1956,
pp- 26-27). Gurvitch (1951, pp. 13-14) noted the
significance of Wiese’s ideas for the develop-
ment of microsociology.

1" Theodor Geiger (1891 —1952), one of the
founders of the concept of social stratification,
used an approach similar to that of Tonnies
to justify the principles of social formation on
the basis of the concept of community and so-
ciety: “In the form of a group we observe two
essential, constitutive principles of a group:
community and society, connection in being
and connection through order” (cf. “An der Ge-
stalt einer Gruppe beobachten wir zwei wesentliche,
konstitutive Gruppenprinzipien: Gemeinschaft und
Gesellschaft, Verbundenbeit im Sein und Verbun-
denheit durch die Ordnung”) (Geiger 1967, p. 69).
He inveighed against Le Bon’s approach be-
cause it failed to explain the behaviour of the
mass when the people who constitute it per-
form joint acts which no separate individual
would dare to perform outside the mass (ibid.,
p. 66), and proposed to consider the mass to be
a property of social unification that character-
ises the latter at any level (ibid., p. 182). Geiger
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BUIOB, HO CUMTAJI, YTO CTaTyC MHAWBMUAA TpedyeT
0bOCHOBaHMS MCXOIs 13 (PYHKIIVOHAIBHOIO Ha-
3HaueHMs o0wpenyHeHMs (Ibid., S. 193).

" TToxoxyto mbiciib Cépen Kpepkerop (1813 —
1855) ccpopmymmposai B «Vmm — mmm» (1843): «B
Borutommenum [Xpricta] oTaesIbHBI MHAVBULL He-
ceT B cebe BCIO IIOJTHOTY JXV3HW, M 3Ta IIOJIHOTA
CYILIeCTBYeT I IIPOYMX VMHIVBUIOB TOIBKO IIO-
CTOJIBKY, TIOCKOJIBKY OHU CO3epIIalOT ee B 3TOM BO-
IUIOTUBIIeMcs: MHAauBKUAe. <...> VHausum xe Bo-
IIJIOIIeH Vs KaK Obl BITUTHIBAeT CYJIY BCeX OCTalb-
HBIX, VI IIOTOMY IIOJTHOTa IIpeObIBaeT B HEM caMOM,
a B IIPOYMX OHA TIOSIBJISIETCS TOJIBKO ITOCTOJIBKY,
IIOCKOJIBKY OHVI CO3epIIaloT ee B HeM» (Kbepkerop,
2014, c. 86). ITepeBoy, 3TOrO COUMHEHMS Ha HEMeII-
KVIVI SI3BIK OBLI BBITIOSTHEH B 1885 1. 11 Mor OBITH 13-
BecTeH ['ypBudy, a Tak>ke 1 HEKOTOpbIe IpyTie pa-
60TBI Kbepkeropa, B KOTOPBIX TeMa OffVIHOUYECTBa
ABJISETCS OIHOW M3 TJIaBHBIX.

12 Dra kumura AHpu bBeprcona (1859—1941)
Oputa onyOimkoBaHa B 1932 1. O 3akpbITOM 1 OT-
KpbIToM ob1tectBax cM.: (beprcon, 1994, c. 29-32,
288—-291).

5" JIrocben JleBu-Bprone  (1857—1939)
dpan1ysckum dpriocod 1 aHTPONOIIOL, chopMy-
JIMPOBaJI TEOPUIO MPaJIOrMUeCcKOro IepBOOBITHO-
rO MBIIIUIEHWS, OTJINYHOIO OT COBPEMEHHOTrO JIO-
rudeckoro Mmbiienus (Jlesu-bpross, 2020, c. 92—
94) v mpenmonaratomero popMmpoBaHie OOITHO-
CTV Ha OCHOBe ITapTUIIUIAINY (COMPUYACTHOCTH,
oOrrHOCTM MUCTYecKmx cBOVICTB) (TaMm ke, c. 91).
JleBu-bprosib mokasas, 4To B apxanuHbIX cOOOI1Ie-
CTBax, I7e JOMVHVpPYeT IepBOOBITHOE MBIIIITe-
HVIe, IIPVIMEHSIOTCS COOCTBEHHBIE CITOCOOBI 0Opa-
30BaHMs OOITHOCTL.

¥ TTaxt Bpnana — Kestora — jorosop, 1of-
MVICAHHBIVI MVHVICTPOM VHOCTPAaHHBIX el DpaH-
oun  Apuctupom bpmaHoM wm roccekperapem
CIIIA ®psukom Kerorom 27 asrycra 1928 r. 11 03-
HaMeHOBaBIIINII Hadalo HOBOVI 30XV MeXIyHa-
POIHBIX OTHOIIEHWIL: BOVIHa Oojlee He JIOITyCKa-
J1ach KaK a/IeKBaTHOe CPeZICTBO BelleH Vs BHeIITHel
TIOJTUTUKIA

Baazodapnocmu. I[lepeBod A. B. Bprowunkunoi
u kommernmaput M. IO. 3aeupnaxa ocyujecmbrenst
npu gunarcobor noddepxxe PHD, npoexm Ne 22-

did not derive the being of social entities from
the relations between individuals, but believed
that the status of the individual needed to be
justified proceeding from the functional pur-
pose of the entity (ibid., p. 193).

" Sgren Kierkegaard (1813 —1855) articu-
lated a similar idea in Either/Or (1843): “In in-
carnation, the full plenitude of life is in the
single individual, and this is for the others only
through their beholding it in the incarnated in-
dividual. [...] The incarnated individual im-
bibes, as it were, power from all the others, and
thus the fullness is in that one, and in the others
only insofar as they behold it in this individu-
al” (Kierkegaard, 1987, pp. 63-64). A German
translation of this work was made in 1885 and
may have been known to Gurvitch, as well as
some of Kierkegaard’s other works in which
the theme of isolation is one of the main ones.

12 This book by Henri Bergson (1859 —1941)
was published in 1932. On closed and open so-
cieties see Bergson (1935, pp. 21-22, 229-231).

1" Lucien Levy-Bruhl (1857 —1939), French
philosopher and anthropologist, formulated
the theory of the prelogical primitive mind that
differed from the modern logical mind (Lévy-
Bruhl, 1925, pp. 77-78) and presupposed the
formation of the community on the basis of
participation (shared mystical properties) (ibid.,
p- 76). Levy-Bruhl demonstrated that archa-
ic societies where primitive thinking predom-
inates use their own methods of community
formation.

" [Briand-]Kellogg Pact, a treaty initiated
by the French Foreign Minister Aristide Briand
and the US Secretary of State Frank Kellogg
and signed by 15 countries on 27 August 1928,
which ushered in a new era of international re-
lations: war was no longer considered to be an
adequate instrument of external policy.
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